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PREFACE. 


This  treatise  upon  the  Law  of  Infancy  and  Govertnre  has  been 
prepared  from  a  conviction  that  there  was  a  necessity  for  su6h  a 
work.  It  is'  now  over  fifty  years  since  Judge  Reeve  issued 
bis  valuable  treatise  upon  the  domestic  relations,  and  in  the 
interim  very  great  changes  have  occurred  in  the  rules  and  princi* 
pies  by  which  these  relations  are  governed.  Especially  has  the 
reformer  been  at  work  with  a  relentless  hand,  in  that  branch  of 
junsprudence  which  pertains  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  married 
women,  and  it  is  but  recently  that  the  subject  has  been  system- 
atized and  wrought  into  pq^manent  shape.  Several  English  works, 
and  one  or  two  American  treatises,  upon  the  law  of  husband  and 
wife,  and  marital  rights,  have  been  issued  within  the  last  fifty 
years,  and  some  within  the  lasf  ten  years ;  but  it  is  believed  that 
none  of  them  occupy  the  entire  field,  or  supersede  the  necessity  of 
a  new  work. 

Infancy  and  coverture  may  be  regarded  as  cognate  subjects,  and 
it  seems  eminently  proper  that  they  be  treated  together.  The  com- 
mon law  disabilities  of  both  infants  and  married  women  are  in 
many  respects  quite  similar^  and  it  is  convenieut  to  be  able  to  open 
to  the  rules  governing  each,  in  the  same  volume.  I  have  endeav- 
ored, in  this  treatise,  to  bring  out  fully  and  plainly  all  the  rules 
of  the  common  law  now  in  force  upon  these  two  subjects,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  to  present  in  comprehensive  form  the  changes  and 
modifications  which  have  been  made  by  statute.  The  policy  of 
the  several  states  in  respect  to  married  women  and  marital  rights 
is  particularly  important  and  interesting,  and  this  statutory  policy 
is  fully  treated  in  this  work.  I  have  sought  to  examine  all  the 
statutes  upon  the  subject,  and,  so  far  as  practicable,  all  the  reported 
decisions  of  importance  touching  the  question,  and  then  to  embody 
the   law  in   a  clear  and  comprehensive  statement,  noting  the 
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Statute  and  the  authority  upon  which  the  statement  is  made. 
Thus  it  has  been  my  design  to  make  the  work  reliable,  and  to  a 
certain  extent  an  authority^  upon  the  subjects  treated.  It  is  not 
the  province  of  the  text  writer  to  make  law,  but  rather  to  ascertain 
and  state  what  it  is.  We  have  the  lex  non  scripta — the  unwritten 
or  common  law ;  and  the  lex  scripta — the  written  or  statute  law ; 
and  the  law  as  a  whole  is  contained  in  the  constitution  and 
statutes  of  the  state,  in  books  of  reports  and  judicial  decisions,  and 
in  the  treatises  of  learned  sages  of  the  legal  profession,  preserved 
and  handed  down  to  us  from  the  highest  antiquity.  All  these 
difierent  sources  it  has  been  my  effort  to  examine,  and  bring 
together  all  that  relates  to  the  subjects  discussed.  In  some 
instances  I  have  given  the  law  in  the  language  of  the  statutes  or 
judges,  but  more  generally,  I  have  given  the  substance  of  the 
statute,  and  extracted  the  principles  enunciated  by  the  opinions 
pronounced,  or  settled  by  the  judgment  of  the  court.  In  all  cases 
where,  statutes  have  received  judicial  construction,  I  have  adopted 
the  construction  given  by  the  court,  although  occasionally  I  have 
ventured  an  opinion  as  to  the  scope  or  object  of  a  statute,  but  in 
a  way  that  the  reader  will  readily  discover  that  it  is  not  thQ 
language  or  determination  of  a  judicial  tribunal.  I  have  sought  to 
collect,  from  the  reported  decisions,  all  the  principles  settled,  and  the 
rules  adopted,  in  respect  to  the  subjects  treated ;  and,  while  a  great 
number  of  cases  are  cited,  the  repetition  of  a  doctrine  enunciated 
has  been  studiously  avoided.  Enough  has  been  taken  from  the 
cases  referred  to,  to  bring  out  clearly  the  doctrine  inculcated,  in 
order  that  the  text  might  be  reliable  and  free  from  mistake. 
Throughout  the  whole  I  have  labored  "  to  combine  accuracy  and 
conciseness,"  and  to  this  end  I  have  endeavored  to  verity  by 
personal  examination  all  the  cases  referred  to,  though  in  some 
instances  I  have  been  obliged  to  depend  upon  the  fidelity  of 
digests  for  the  correctness  of  my  citations. 

I  have  had  liberty  to  use  freely  the  American  edition  of  Mr 
Bingham's  work  on  the  "Law  of  Infancy  and  Coverture,"  the 
English  editions  of  Mr.  McPhei'son's  treatise  oninfancy,  and  Mr, 
Bright's  "  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Husband  and  Wife,  as  Respects 
Property,"  and  have  appropriated  all  that  I  thought  would  be 
practically  useful.  Besides,  I  have  received  essential  aid  from 
Judge  Reeve's  work  upon  the  "Domestic  Relations,"  the  last 
edition  of  which  is  still  a  very  valuable  book,  Mr.  Scribnor'p 
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treatise  on  the  law  of  dower,  Mr.  Bishop's  "  Commentaries  on  the 
Law  of  Marriage  and  Divorce,"  and  Mr,  Cord's  "  Treatise  on  the 
Legal  and  Equitable  Eights  of  Married  Women ; "  and  especially 
am  I  under  obligations  to  these  anthers  for  the  reference  to  cases, 
many  of  which  I  have  used.  But  a  very  important  feature  in  this 
treatise  is,  the  elaborate  exposition  of  the  statutory  policy  and  local 
peculiarities  of  the  several  states,  in  respect  to  husband  and  wife 
and  marital  rights.  Lawyers  are  often  consulted  in  respect  to  the 
laws  of  neighboring  states  concerning  dower,  divorce,  and  the  rights 
of  married  women ;  and  it  will  be  a  convenience  which  the  profes- 
sion will  appreciate,  to  have  a  volume  at  hand  in  which  is  embodied 
the  substance  of  the  legislation  upon  these  subjects,  together  with 
the  results  of  the  litigation  which  a  radical  change  in  the  law 
always  engenders.  It  will  be^observed  that  the  statutes  of  many 
of  the  states  are  somewhat  similar,  so  that  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
under  them  have  a  common  application,  and  may  be  used  as  an 
authority  beyond  the  particular  forum  in  which  they  were  pro- 
nounced. While  I  have  made  use  of  all  the  works  within  my 
reach  treating  upon  kindred  subjects,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing the  law,  I  have  not  followed  the  beaten  track  of  any  previous 
author.  The  plan  which  I  have  adopted  is  my  own,  and  I  trust 
that  it  will  prove  satisfactory  and  convenient.  I  flatter  myself 
that  the  work  will  be  found  useful  to  the  profession,  and  should 
it  receive  the  approbation  of  the  bar  I  shall  be  more  than  gratified. 
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PART   I. 


LAW   OF   INFANCY, 


CHAPTER   I. 

WHO  ABE  INFANTS — GENEBAL  DISABIUTIES  IMPOSED  VTOTSf  TSVAXTI^-' 
CANNOT  APPLY  TO  BODIES  POUTIC — ^ILLUSTBATIONS, 

• 

§  1,  Man,  upon  his  entrance  into  the  world,  is  entirely  incapable 
of  protecting  himself;  and  his  natural  ppwers  and  faculties,  both 
physical  and  moral,  require  a  number  of  years  for  their  complete 
development.  Probably  there  is  no  creature  so  helpless  at  birth  as 
the  human  being.  The  law  has,  tlierefore,  wisely  imposed  upon 
man,  for  a  limited  period,  certain  disabilities,  and  endued  him  with 
certain  privileges,  which  are  implied  in  the  term  infant. 

By  the  common  law,  which  generally  prevails  in  this  country, 
no  person  acquires  fully  all  his  political  and  civil  rights  until  he 
has  completed  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  at  whiph  time  his 
infancy  terminates.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  prevail  in  all 
systems  of  jurisprudence. 

By  the  civil  law  which  obtains  in  Spain  and  some  other  countries, 
emancipation  does  not  take  place  until  the  infant  is  twervty-fioe. 
The  selection  of  twenty-one,  rather  than  any  other  period,  by  the 
common  law,  as  the  age  of  majority,  is  supposed  to  have  originated 
in  the  feudal  system,  which  regarded  the  subject  as  first  physically 
capable  at  that  age,  if  a  male,  of  doing  knight's  service,  and  follow- 
ing his  lord  to  the  wars ;  and  if  a  female,  not  before  of  a  suitable 
age  to  marry  any  one  upon  whom  those  duties  would  devolve. 
{JSingham  an  Infcmeyy  1,  Jfbte  1.) 
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No  period  could  be  selected  for  the  termination  of  infancy  which 
would  be  entirely  equal,  for  the  reason  that  some  persons  mature 
earlier  than  others.  But  the  law  must  prescribe  some  age  .for  the 
emancipation  of  the  infant,  and  probably  twenty-one  years  is  as 
well  as  any  other.  And  it  may  be  suggested,  as  an  interesting  fact, 
that  human  life  is  divided  into  lour  periods,  each  of  which  is  a 
multiple  of  seven.  Natural  infancy  ends  at  seven  years ;  puberty 
begins  at  fourteen  years ;  legal  infancy  ends  at  twenty-one  years ; 
and  the  natural  life  of  a  man  is  three-score  years  and  ten.  {Story 
on  Contracts^  2ded.  ^  55.) 

§  2.  In  law,  a  person  is  reputed  to  be  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
on  the  opening  of  the  last  day  of  the  twenty-first  year  of  his  life, 
although,  by  the  natural  computation  of  time,  several  hours  might 
intervene  before  ho  actiuxUy  attains  to  the  full  age  of  twenty-one 
years.  For  example,  a  man  bom  on  the  first  day  of  February, 
1600,  after  eleven  o'clock  at  night,  was  adjudged  to  be  of  full  age 
the  second  minute  after  one  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  last  day 
of  January,  1621.  {Anonymous^  1  Salk,  R.  44.)  Here  it  will  be 
observed  that  the  individual  had  not  lived  twenty-one  years  by  about 
forty-eight  hours ;  and  if  the  birth  were  on  the  last  second  of  one 
day,  and  the  act  on  t^e  first  second  of  the  preceding  day,  twenty- 
one  years  after,  then  twenty-one  years  would  be  complete,  because 
the  law  recognizes  no  fraction  of  a  day,  and  it  is  the  same  whether 
a  thing  is  done  upon  one  moment  of  a  day  or  on  another.  (1  Black. 
Com.  464,  note  12,  hy  ChiMy.  Sir  Hobert  Sbward^s  ease,  2  SalL  E. 
625.  Boe  v.  H^sey,  3  WiUon  B.  274.  Herbert  v.  TurbaU,  Keble's  B. 
589.  Nichols  v.  Ba/msey^  2  Mod.  B.  281.  Fitzhugh  v.  DenningUm^ 
6  ib.  260.  Hamlin  v.  Stevenson^  4  Dana^s  [Ky,']  B.  97.  Staie.Y.  Cla/rlc^ 
8Harring.[Del.]B.5&7.  AnonABaym.B.A&O.  20Am.Jur.'2b2.) 

§  3.  By  the  English  common  law,  the  period  at  which  the  per- 
son attains  to  the  full  age  of  majority  is  the  same  for  both  sexes ; 
but,  in  some  of  the  American  States,  females  are  considered  of  age 
at  eighteen.  Thus,  in  Vermont,  it  is  declared  by  statute  that  males 
of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  females  of  the  age  of  eighteen 
years,  shall  be  considered  of  fall  age  for  all  purposes,  and  that 
before  those  ages  they  shall  be  considered  minors.  {B.  S.  1863, 
ch.  72,  §  1.  Sparhawk  v.  BiceWs  Adm.  9  Vt.  B.  41.  Younff  v. 
DcmSj  Bray.  B.  124.) 

So,  also,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  it  has  been  held  that  females 
there  attain  majority  at  eighteen  years  of  age.    {Stevenson  v.  West- 
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faU,  18  lU.  R.  209.  Keater  v.  Stark,  19  ib,  328.)  The  same  is 
the  law  in  Ohio,    (1  i?.  S.  ch.  56,  §  1.) 

In  Maryland,  female  infants,  on  attaining  the  age  of  eighteen, 
have  the  right  to  dispose  of  their  real  estate  by  will,  but  with  this, 
and  perhaps  another  statutory  exception,  the  common  law  is 
applied  to  females,  as  well^as  males.  {Maryland  Code^  Art.  93,  § 
300.     Corrie's  case,  2  BUrnd^s  CL  R.  488.) 

In  Nebraska  it  is  declared  by  statute  that  males  shall  be  regarded 
at  full  age  at  twenty-one,  and  females  at  eighteen  {R.  S.  ch.  22, 
§  1) ;  and  in  the  State  of  Texas  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  every 
female  imder  twenty-one  years  of  age  who  shall  marry  in  accord- 
ance with  the  laws  of  the  state,  after  such  marriage,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  of  full  age.  {Oldham  and  Whitens  Digest  of  La/voSy 
Art.  14t)0.)  This  provision  of  the  statute  has  been  held  to  apply 
to  all  marriages,  but  not  to  legalize  acts  before  the  passage  of  the 
act  {Ckubh  V.  Johnst07i^  11  Texas  R.  469);  and  further  it  is  held 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  commences  to  run  at  the  date  of 
the  marriage.    ( White  v.  Latimer,  12  Tex.  R.  61.) 

Wlien  the  exception  exists,  it  is  probably  upon  the  assumption 
that  females  possess  as  much  discretion  at  eighteen  as  males  at 
twenty-one ;  and  it  is  a  fact  that  females,  as  a  general  rule, 
mature  about  three  years  eai'lier  than  males.  On  the  contrary, 
among  the  ancient  Greeks  and  Eomans,  women  were  never  of  age, 
but  were  subject  to  perpetual  guardianship,  unless  when  married, 
^ nis:i  convenissent  in  manfhUTn  viri^"* — or,  in  plain  English,  except 
when  they  come  into  the  husband's  possession ;  and  when  that 
perpetual  tutelage  wore  away  in  process  of  time,  full  age,  in  females 
as  well  as  males,  was  not  till  twenty-five  years.  (1  Black.  Com. 
464,  citing  Inst.  1,  23,  1.) 

§  4.  Upon  the  general  principle  that  all  laws  which  regard 
majority,  minority  and  emancipation  are  personal,  the  law  of  the 
domicile  of  birth  has  been  held^to  govern  the  state  and  condition  of 
the  minor  into  whatever  counUy  he  may  remove,  and  that  his 
minority  ceases  at  the  period  fixed  by  such  law  for  his  majority. 
{Barrera  v.  Alpuente,  18  Martinis  [Louis.]  R.  69.)  And  Judge 
Story  lays  down  the  doctrine,  as  well  maintained  by  the  most  emi- 
nent foreign  jurists,  that  a  person  who  has  attained  the  age  of 
majority  by  the  law  of  his  native  domicile  is  to  be  deemed  every- 
where the  same,  of  age ;  and,,  on  the  other  hand,  that  a  person  who 
is  in  his  minority  bj'  the  law  of  his  native  domicile  is  to  be  deemed 
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everywhere  in  the  same  state  or  condition,  {Simy  on  Conjlict  of 
.Law8^  52,  and  aiUhofities  cited.)  The  same  doctrine  has  been 
recognized  by  the  old  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Kcw  York. 
{T7io7np8on  v.  Ketcham^  8  Johns.  R.  189.)  Tliis  does  not  neces- 
sarily conflict  with  the  rule  that,  upon  a  change  of  domicile,  the 
capacity  or  incapacity  of  the  person  iff  regulated  by  the  law  of 
the  new  domicile;  or,  as  Pothier  lays  it  down,  "the  change 
of  domicile  delivers  persons  from  the  empire  of  the  laws  of  the 
place  of  the  domicile  they  have  quitted,  and  subjects  them  to  those  of 
the  new  domicile  they  have  acquired."  {Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws^ 
69.)  The  lex  loci  generally  governs  in  respect  to  the  capacity  and 
condition  of  the  person,  as  to  acts,  rights  and  contracts  done, 
acquired  or  made  out  of  his  native  domicile ;  but  as  to  acts  done,  or 
rights  acquired,  or  contracts  made,  in  the  place  of  his  native  domicile, 
the  state  and  condition  of  the  person,  according  to  the  law  of  his 
domicile,  will  generally  be  regarded  in  other  countries.  For  exam- 
ple, if  a  person  be  a  minor  by  the  law  of  his  domicile  until  the  age 
of  twenty-five,  yet,  in  another  country,  where  twenty-one  is  the 
age  of  majority,  he  may,  on  attaining  that  age,  make,  in  such  other 
country,  a  valid  contract.  (2  Kenfs  Com,*  234,  nde  c.)  But  in 
the  case  supposed,  had  the  contract  been  made  in  tlie  place  of  his 
native  domicile,  even  at  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  the  contract 
could  not  be  enforced  in  the  other  country  where  the  age  of 
majority  was  at  twenty-one.  The  general  rule  as  to  contracts  is,  that 
the  lex  loci  contracttLS  governs  as  to  the  nature,  validity,  construc- 
tion and  effect  of  the  contract,  and  the  lex  fori  as  to  the  remedy. 
When  the  provisions  of  the  law  render  the  contract  void  or  ter- 
minated in  any  way,  the  lex  loci  always  applies.  (  Vide  Oaret  v. 
Frank,  36  Barb.  \N,  Z".]  R.  328.) 

§  5.  The  incidents,  however,  which  the  law  has  attached  to 
infants  in  their  natural  capacity  do  not  extend  to  them  in  the  exercise 
of  corporate  or  political  functions,  as  imbecility  and  inexperience 
are  not  supposed  to  form  a  part  of  those  abstract  existences  which 
are  constituted  for  the  mere  performance  of  public  service,  and  so 
far  as  that  is  concerned  the  natural  properties  of  the  infant  merge 
in  his  political  capacity,  "  to  which  age  is  neither  material  nor 
imputable."  (Bro.  Age.)  Therefore,  as  has  been  well  said,  if  the 
King,  within  age,  consent  to  an  act  of  parliament,  or  make  any 
lease  or  gmnt,  he  is  bound  presently,  and  cannot  after  avoid  them, 
eitlier  during  his  minority  or  when  he  comes  of  full  age,  for  the 
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King,  as  a  body  politic,  cannot  be  a  minor.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  3,  cmd 
cases  there  cited.) 

So  it  has  been  adjndicated  that  an  infant  may  be  a  mayor,  and 
on  the  same  principle  tlie  acts  by  the  mayor  and  commonalty  can- 
not be  avoided  by  reason  of  the  nonage  of  the  mayor.  {Cro.  Car. 
556.)  And  if  a  parson,  improperly  admitted  under  age,  make  a 
lease  with  the  due  requisites,  it  will  be  binding  on  his  successor ; 
for  the  parson  made  the  lease  in  his  capacity  of  corporation  sole. 
(JSro.  Age.  Bing.  on  Inf.  4.)  On  the  same  principle,  the  acts 
of  no  public  officer  can  be  repudiated  or  avoided  by  reason  of 
the  nonage  of  the  incumbents,  although  there  are  certain  offices, 
as  we  shall  presently  see,  which  a  minor  cannot  properly 
hold. 

§  6,  There  are  some  general  disabilities  imposed  on  an  infant,  for 
the  security  of  others.  He  is  considered  incapable  of  holding  or 
exercising  any  office  which  relates  to  the  administration  of  justice, 
though  he  may  exercise  those  offices  that  require  only  skill  and  dil- 
igence; thus  in  England  an  infant  cannot  sit  in  the  house  of 
lords,*  or  be  elected  a  member  of  the  house  of  commons,  or  be  a 
judge,  juror  or  bail.  {Hcb.  325.  Cro.  Eliz.  637.  Jenk.  319.)  Nei- 
ther can  an  infant  in  England  be  a  common  informer,  nor  a  sheriff's 
officer.  {Maggs  v.  EUis,  BuO&r's  N.  P.  196.  3  Steph.  N.  P.  2059. 
Ouckson  V.  Winter^  17  Eng.  G.  L.  R.  306.)  Nor  can  he  be 
l^ally  appointed  clerk  of  a  court  of  requests,  when  it  is  a  part 
of  the  duties  of  that  officer  to  receive  the  money  of  suitors.  {Cla/r- 
idge  v.  Evelyn  7  Eng.  G.  L,  R.  32.)  Neither  can  an  infant  exer- 
cise the  office  of  burgess  of  a  borough  or  town.  {Rex  v.  WMte^  2 
Sdw.  N.  P.  1068,  n.)  And  in  Connecticut  an  infant  cannot  serve 
a  writ  as  an  indifferent  person  {Tyler  v.  Tyler ^  2  Rooffa  R.  519), 

*  In  ancient  times,  minora  appear  frequently  to  bare  taken  upon  themselyes  to  sit  in  Parlia- 
ment. It  appeara  by  a  speech  of  Waller,  reported  by  Gray  in  bis  Debates,  tbat  the  poet  sat  in 
Parliament  when  he  was  bnt  sixteen  years  of  age ;  and  in  Newton^s  Fragmenta  Regalia,  there 
\a  a  passage  stating  that  **  aboot  the  lOtb  of  James  I,  there  were  accounts  taken  of  forty  members 
not  above  twenty  ycara  of  age,  and  some  not  exceeding  sixteen/*  It  is  also  stated  in  Oray's 
Debates,  that  Lord  Torrington^  son  of  the  Duke  of  Albemarle,  was  but  fourteen  yeara  of  Ag&  at 
the  time  when  he  took  part  in  a  debate,  as  member  of  the  House  of  Commons.  {Maephsnon  en 
lafftnU^  449,  wOs  t.)  And  it  appeara  from  the  life  of  Fox,  the  great  slatestman  and  ontor,  that  he 
was  elected  from  Mldhurst  when  he  was  but  nineteen,  took  his  scat  in  Parliament,  and  made  his 
trst  speech  when  he  was  bnt  twenty  yeara  old.  ( Vide  Neio  American  Cydopedia^  (U.  Charles 
Jdmee  Fox.)  It  is  now,  however,  expressly  enacted  that  no  pereon  shall  be  capable  of  being 
elected  as  a  member  of  Parliament  who  is  not  of  the  ftill  age  of  tweuty-one  yeara  (7  and  8  Wfl. 
8,  flk.  95, 1 8) ;  and  it  has  been  decided  that  the  election  and  return  of  an  iniktnt  is  vexations,  and 
the  votes  given  for  an  infiint  candidate,  after  notice  of  his  being  ineligible,  are  thrown  away. 
Q£aq^  on  J»/,  450.)  \ 
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though  in  New  Hampshire  it  has  been  held  that  he  may  be  l^ally 
deputed  by  the  sheriff  to  serre  and  return  a  particular  writ  of 
attachment.    {Morse  v.  Chwoes^  3  N,  H.  R.  408.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  no 
person  shall  be  capable  of  holding  a  civil  o£Sce,  who,  at  the  time 
of  his  election  or  appointment,  shall  not  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years.  (1  R,  S,  part  1,  ch.  5,  tit.  6,  §  1.  1  Stai.  at 
Zargej  106.  People  v.  Dean^  3  Wend,  R.  438.  Green  v.  Burhe^  23 
ih.  490.  In  the  State  of  Khode  Island,  infants  are  expressly  pro- 
hibited from  holding  a  public  o£Sce  by  the  constitution  of  the 
commonwealth.  (SUUe  Const,  art,  9,  §  1,  wnd  art.  2^  §  1.)  And  this 
is  the  law  in  Tennessee  {Code  of  1858,  §  748),  and  in  nearly  or  quite 
all  of  the  American  States,  and  of  the  Federal  Government,  although 
in  some  few  instances  minors  have  held  high  and  responsible  offices 
by  federal  appointment. 

For  example,  Stevens  T.  Mason  was  appointed  by  President  Jack- 
son secretary  of  the  territory  of  Michigan  in  1831,  when  he  was 
but  nineteen  years  of  age,  and  upon  the  translation  of  General 
Cass,  the  governor,  to  the  war  department  at  Washington,  he 
became  the  acting  governor,  and  during  his  gubernatorial  term 
he  distinguished  himself,  though  but  a  mere  youth,  by  the  calm- 
ness, ability  and  courage  with  which  he  maintained  the  rights  of 
the  territory.  Other  similar  instances  have  occun^ed  in  various 
parts  of  the  Union ;  and  it  is  proper  to  remark  that  in  all  cases  the 
acts  of  a  public  officer  are  binding  upon  the  public  u^til  the' 
appointment,  if  improvidently  made,  shall  be  declared  void.  In 
England,  an  infant  may  be  a  clerk  of  the  peace.  {Crosby  v.  Hurley^ 
1  Alcock  <&  NapieT*e  [/mA]  R.  431.)  He  cannot  be  an  innkeeper, 
so  as  to  be  charged  on  the  custom  of  the  realm  for  negligence. 
{Bac.  Abr.  Infancy ^E.  Carthen^  161.) 

In  the  United  States  there  is  no  objection  to  the  election  of 
minors  to  be  commissioned  officers  of  any  rank  in  the  militia  and 
in  tlie  army  and  navy.  Under  the  laws  of  Massachusetts,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  infancy  of  a  person  over  eighteen  years  of  age 
docs  not  disqualify  him  for  the  office  of  clerk  of  a  company  in  the 
militia.    {Dewey ^  Petitioner^  11  Pick.  R.  265.)  • 

If  an  infant  commit  any  wrongful  act  in  an  office  which  he  is 
capable  of  liolding,  he  will,  of  course,  be  liable  therefor. 

An  infant  ca\inot  be  made  a  bankrupt ;  and  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy  against  an  infant  would  be  absolutely  void.    {O^Brien 
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V.  Ourrie,  14  Eng.  C.  L.  B.  307.  Bdt(m  v.  Hodges,  23  ib.  309.) 
An  infant  cannot,  of  his  own  choice,  change  his  domicile.  He  is 
not  sui  juris — of  his  own  right.  {Bk  parte  Bariletty  4  Brad.  B. 
221.) 

An  in&nt  cannot  be  naturalized  on  his  own  petition.  {Ze  For* 
resier^s  case,  2  Ma^.  B.  419.)  Nor  can  he  acquire  a  settlement  by 
commorancy;  so  held  in  the  State  of  Connecticut.  (Sterling  v. 
Blainjieldj  4  Conn.  B.  114.  Huntington  v.  Oxford,  4  Day*h  B. 
189.)  But  he  may  gain  a  residence  by  living  and  service  with  his 
fether.  {King  v.  CMUesfiyrd,  10  Eng.  C.  L.  B.  279.)  An  mfant 
may  be  a  witness  if  proved  to  have  sufScient  discretion  and  under- 
standing of  the  obligation  of  an  oath.  The  test  universally  is,  that  the 
child  feel  the  binding  obligation  of  the  oath  from  the  general  course 
of  his  religious  education,  it  being  held  that  the  effect  of  an  oath 
upon  the  conscience  of  the  child  should  arise  from  religious  feelings 
of  a  permanent  nature,  and  not  merely  from  instructions  confined 
to  the  nature  of  an  oath,  recently  communicated  for  the  purpose 
of  the  trial.  {Bex  v.  Williams^  82  Eng.  C.  L.  B.  524.)  And  in 
one  case  in  New  York,  where  a  child  nine  years  old,  though  very 
intelligent,  did  not  understand  the  nature  of  an  oath,  nor  the  moral 
penalty  of  false  swearing,  the  court  instructed  her  on  the  spot,  and 
then  allowed  her  to  be  sworn.  {Jenner^a  case,  2  City  HaU  B. 
147,  8,  9.)  Children  of  ten,  nine,  seven,  and  even  five  years  of 
age  have  been  held  competent.-  {Begina  v.  Pei'hins,  38  Mig.  CI 
i.  B.  236.  Commonwealth  v.  Hutchins,  10  Mass.  B.  225.  St(xte 
V.  Whittier,  21  Maine  B.  341.  Bex  v.  Brasi^r,  1  Leach  Or.  Cos. 
237.    &<Ue  V.  Le  Blanc,  1  Const.  {S.  CI]  B.  364.) 

It  is  adjudicated  that,  before  a  child  should  be  admitted  to  testify, 
the  judge  must  be  satisfied  that  the  child  feels  the  binding  obliga- 
tion of  an  oath  from  a  general  course  of  religious  education.  {Beix 
V.  WilliaTns,  supra.)  The  adverse  party  may  require  that  a  wit- 
ness of  tender  years  shall  be  examined  as  to  his  understanding  of 
the  nature  and  obligation  of  an  oath.  {People  v.  McNair,  21 
Wend.  B.  608.) 

§  7.  It  has  also  been  held  in  England  that  an  infant  is  not  capable 
of  the  stewardship  of  a  manor,  or  of  the  stewardship  of  the  courts 
of  a  bishop ;  nor  can  he  take  a  grant  of  those  offices  in  possession 
or  reversion.  This  disability  is  put  upon  the  gronnd,  not  only  that 
by  intendment  of  law  the  infant  has  not  sufficiAit  knowledge, 
experience  and  judgment  to  use  the  office,  but  also  that  by  law  he 
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cannot  appoint  a  deputy.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  4r.)  By  the  common 
law  an  infant  cannot  make  a  will  of  lands,  and  this  is  the  rule  in 
all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  American  States.  He  may,  however,  make 
a  testament  of  chattels,  if  a  male,  at  the  age  of  fomtecn,  and  if 
a  female,  at  the  age  of  twelve  years,  except  in  some  of  the  States 
the  rule  is  varied  by  statute.  The  civil  law  gave  this  power  to  the 
infant  at  the  age  of  seventeen  years,  and  this  is  the  period  which 
is  fiired  by  the  statute  of  Connecticut. 

In  the  State  of  New  York  the  period  adopted,  is  the  age  of 
eighteen  in  males  and  sixteen  in  females.  {2  H.  S.  part  2,  ch. 
6,  iii.  1,  §  21.  2  Stat.  (U  Large  61,  a%  amended  by  ch.  782,  Laws 
of  1867,  §  4.) 

None  under  fuU  age  can  devise  their  property,  real  or  personal, 
in  Vermont,  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania, 
Maine,  Indiana,  New  Jersey,  North  Carolina,  Mississippi,  Texas 
and  Florida. 

In  Rhode  Island,  Maryland,  Missouri,  Oregon  and  Virginia,  the 
required  age  is  eighteen  for  a  testament  of  personal  property. 
(  Vide  the  Statvtea  of  the  several  States.) 

In  the  new  State  of  Nebraska  none  but  adults  can  make  a  valid 
will  of  either  personal  or  real  estate,  except  that  a  married  woman 
under  age  may  execute  a  will  with  the  consent  of  her  husband. 
{R.  S.  ch.  14,  §§  123, 126.) 

In  the  State  of  Illinois  none  but  adults  can  make  a  valid  will  of 
real  estate,  except  females  at  and  above  the  age  of  eighteen,  and 
unmarried ;  and  aU  persons  at  and  above  seventeen  years  of  age 
may  make  a  will  of  personal  estate.  {Oen.  Stat.,  1858,  page 
1180.) 

In  the  State  of  South  Carolina  an  infant  at  the  age  of  eighteen 
may  make  a  valid  will  of  personal  estate  by  conforming  to  the 
Statute  of  1824  upon  the  subject.  {Posey  v.  Posey y  3  Strohh.  H. 
167.) 

An  infant  cannot  be  a  public  attorney  for  prosecuting  suits  at 
law  and  equity,  though  he  may  be  a  private  attorney,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  performing  acts  so  merely  ministerial  as  to  require  little  or 
no  judgment,  experience  or  skill.    (  Vide  Bing.  on  Inf.  4,  note  m.) 

Neither  can  an  infant  be  a  bailiff,  factor  or  receiver,  because  he 
is  not  to  be  charged  in  any  account,  though  4t  would  seem  that,  an 
infant  might  be  appointed  a  factor,  on  his  friends  giving  security 
for  his  accounting.    {Bing.  on  Inf  5,  and  case  cited.)    He  cannot 
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be  an  administrator,  because  a  bond,  is  required  to  insure  faithfVd 
administration,  and  the  deed  of  an  infant  is  not  binding  on  him. 

In  case  oi'  a  bailiff,  the  disability  is  that  of  stating  an  account, 
and  in  case  of  an  administrator,  the  privilege  is  that  of  avoiding 
his  bond.  Wlien  the  infant  is  entitled  to  administration  in  New 
York,  as  being  next  of  kin  to  the  intestate,  letters  must  usually  be 
granted  to  the  guardian  of  the  minor,  who  is  in  other  respects 
competent.  (2  li.  S.  panrt  2,  ch.  6,  tit.  2,  §  83.  2  Stat,  at  Lan^ge^ 
77.)  But  should  administration  be  granted  to  the  minor,  where 
there  was  no  positive  statute  to  forbid  it,  the  administration  could 
not  determine  until  the  infant  attained  to  the  age  of  majority. 
{Bing,  on  Inf.  5.) 

An  infant  at  common  law  may  act  as  an  executor  at  the  age  of 
seventeen,  and  his  acts  as  such  will  bind  him,  unless  they  be  acts 
which  would  amount  to  devastavit — ^to  waste ;  and  tliis  is  the  rule 
in  all  of  the  states,  except  when  changed  by  positive  enactment. 
Id  New  York,  an  infant  is  declared  incompetent  to  act  either  as 
executor  or  administrator.  (2  H.  S.  part  2,  ch.  6,  tit.  2,  §  8. 
S  Stat,  at  Zarge,  71.) 

It  may  be  stated,  in  general  terms,  that  when  the  act  of  the  infant 
is  void,  the  incident  of  infancy  is  regarded  as  a  disability  *  but 
when  the  act  is  simply  voidable,  the  incident  is  a  privilege. 


CHAPTER  n. 

WHAT  ACTS    OF  AN    INFAKT  ARE  ABSOLUTELY  VOm  —  THE    CRTFEBION 
OB  TEST — CASES  ILLUSTRATDfO  THE  PRINCIPLE. 

§  8.  The  method  taken  in  law  to  protect  an  infant  against  the 
effects  of  hiB  own  weakness  has  been  to  consider  his  acts  as  not 
binding,  and  allow  him  to  rescind  all  contracts  entered  into  by 
him,  with  certain  exceptions,  wliich  will  be  hereinafter  specifically 
noticed.  There  are,  however,  two  degrees  in  which  his  acts  or 
instruments  appear  to  be  not  binding.  First,  by  being  considered 
as  if  they  had  neve^  existed,  viz. :  wholly  void ;  and,  secondly,  as 
being  defeasible,  at  the  election  of  the  party  with  whom  they  orig- 
inated, that  is  voidable  only.    {Bing.  on  Inf.  8.) 
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A  v(yut  act  never  is,  and  never  can  be  binding,  either  on  tlio 
party  with  whom  it  originated,  or  on  others.  No  person  claiming 
through  or  nnder  it  can  succeed,  and  the  void  act  can  never  at  any 
time  or  by  any  means  be  confirmed  or  rendered  valid.  {Biiig.  an.  Inf. 
9.)  Any  person  interested  may  take  advantage  of  a  void  act  of  an 
infant,  which  is  not  the  case  when  the  act  is  simply  voidable.  It 
is  a  matter  of  great  importance,  therefore,  to  ascertain,  if.  possible, 
what  acts  of  an  infant  are  void,  and  what  are  merely  voidable ;  and 
here  Chancellor  Kent  has  well  said  that,  "  when  we  attempt  to 
ascertain  &om  the  books  the  precise  line  of  distinction  between  void 
and  voidable  acts,  and  between  the  cases  which  require  some  act  to 
affirm  a  contract  in  order  to  make  it  good,  and  some  act  to  disaffirm 
it,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  its  operation,  we  meet  with  much  contrar 
diction  and  confusion.    (2  Ke/ivCa  Com.  234.) 

Two  rules  are  stated  by  Mr.  Bingham  {Bing,  on  Inf.  9)  to  assist 
ns  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  upon  the  subject,  but  he  adds  that 
"  neither  of  them,  on  examination,  will  be  found  satisfactory."  The 
first  given  is  from  Perkins,  an  ancient  writer  {Perkins^  §  12), 
^^that  all  gifts,  grants  or  deeds  made  by  infants,  which  do  not  take 
effect  by  delivery  of  his  hand,  are  void."  To  this  Mr.  Bingham 
suggests,  "  that  if  the  rule  held  good  in  all  cases,  a  parol  lease  for 
years  made  by  an  infant  would  be  absolutely  void,"  while  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  "the  infant  could  recover  in  an  action  for  rent 
arrears  on  such  lease,"  and  hence  the  inference  that  the  lease  would 
be  "  clearly  only  voidable."  This  nile  of  Perkins,  however,  was 
approved  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  a  special  case  of  ejectment,  when 
the  question  was  "whether  an  infant's  convej'^ance  by  lease  and 
release  was  absolutely  void,  or  only  voidable,"  Lord  M.  asserting, — 
"  we  think  the  law  is  as  laid  down  by  Perkins."  {Zouch  v.  Pa/tsona^ 
3  Burr.  R.  1804.) 

On  the  contrary.  Chancellor  Jones  in  a  case  decided  in  the  late 
court  of  errors  of  the  State  of  New  York,  says :  "  Some  of  the 
old  writers  seem  to  make  a  distinction  between  deeds  and  other 
contracts  of  infanta  accompanied  by  manual  delivery;  but  the 
distinction  is  now  discarded,  and  the  same  effect  is  given  to  both." 
{Stafford  v.  Roof  9  Cow.  R.  626.)  At  all  events,  as  Mr.  Bingham 
remarks, "  the  rule  comprehending  only  gifts,  grants  and  deeds  is  not 
sufliciently  extensive  for  general  application."    {Bing.  on  Inf.  10.) 

§  9.  The  second  rule  referred  to  by  Mr.  Bingham  is,  "  that  those 
acts  are  void  in  which  there  is  no  semblance  of  benefit  to  the 
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infants.'^  {Bing.  on  Inf.  11.)  This  rule  does  not  eeein  to  have 
receiyed  the  AiU  sanction  of  Mr.  Bingham ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Wilde, 
of  the  supreme  judicial  com*t  of  Massachusetts,  over  fifty  years 
ago,  averred  that  it  would  be  more  correct  to  say,  "that  those 
acts  of  an  infant  are  void  which  not  only  apparently,  but  necessa^ 
rilyj  operate  to  his  prejudice,"  and  further,  that  "  the  benefit  of 
the  infant  is  the  great  point  to  be  regarded ;  the  object  of  the  law 
being  to  protect  his  imbecility  and  indiscretion  from  injury,  through 
his  own  imprudence,  or  by  the  craft  of  others."  {Oliver  v.  U(mdU% 
13  Mobs.  B.  237.) 

The  rule  was  laid  down  by  Eyre,  Ch.  J.,  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  England,  that  those  contracts  of  infants  only  were  void 
which  "  the  court  can  pronounce  to  he  to  their  jyr^udiceP  {Keene 
V.  Boycott,  2  S.  Bl.  a,  515.)  This  is  undoubtedly  the  doctrine  of 
the  current  of  the  English  authorities,  with  the  understanding,  per- 
haps, that  it  must  be  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  or 
transaction  that  it  is  to  the  prejudice  of  the  infant ;  and  this  is 
probably  the  most  intelligible  rule  upon  the  subject  which  can  be 
extracted  ftom  the  decisions  in  this  country ;  although  the  rule  is 
often  exceedingly  diflScult  of  application,  liable  to  many  exceptions, 
and  by  no  means  satisfactory.  Chief  J.  Bronson,  of  the  New 
York  supreme  court,  after  stating  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord 
Ch.  J.  Eyre  in  the  case  of  Keene  v.  Boycott^  supra,  says :  "  This 
may  answer  well  enough  as  a  general  rule,  but  it  must  be  subject  to 
exceptions."  {Fonda  v.  Van  Home,  15  Wend,  R.  635.)  The  subject 
has  undergone  no  inconsiderable  discussion  in  the  American  courts, 
including  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  tmd  the  result 
is  about  as  above  stated.  (  Vide  Tucker  v.  Mordand,  10  Peter^s  B. 
70.  Also  Vent  v.  Osgood,  19  Pich.  R.  672.  Lawson  v.  Lovejoy, 
8  Greenl.  R.  405.  Fridge  v.  Hie  State,  3  Gill  <&  John.  \Md?^ 
R.  104.  Wheatan  v.  ]^t,  5  Yerger^s  [Tenn.']  R.  41.  ITline  v. 
Beebe,  6  Conn.  R.  494.)  The  reason  of  the  rule  in  favor  of  the 
infants,  as  stated  by  Story  in  his  treatise  on  contracts,  is,  that  "  in 
such  case  the  presumption  is  almost  irresistible  that  some  unfidi* 
advantage  has  been  taken  of  him,  or  some  injurious  influence 
has  been  exerted;"  and  he  adds,  "the  only  difltrence  in  tliis 
respect  between  the  contracts  of  adults  and  infants  is,  that  in  the 
one  case  injury  is  only  evidence  of  imposition,  while  in  the  other 
it  is  allowed  as  an  uncontrollable  presumption  thereof,  because  of  the 
inexperience  of  the  infant."    {Story  on  Con.  2d  cd.  §  57.) 
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§  10.  The  tendency  of  modem  decisions,  and  the  opinion  of 
elementary  writers,  is  in  favor  of  the  reasolnableness  and  policy 
of  a  very  liberal  extension  of  the  rule,  that  the  acts  and  contracts 
of  infants  should  be  deemed  voidable  only,  and  susceptible  of  ratifi- 
cation or  disaffirmance,  at  their  election,  when  they  become  of 
age.     (2  Kent's  Com.  235.) 

Mr,  Bingham  confidently  asserts  that  in  his  day  it  could  be 
successfiilly  contended,  that  few  of  the  acta  of  an  infant  were  abso- 
lutely void,  and  he  maintained  his  position  upon  these  grounds : 
First,  on  the  principle  of  the  law  relating  to  infants,  which  is  to 
protect  the  infant  against  the  effects  of  his  own  weakness ;  and  if 
this  protection  can  be  effectually  secured  to  him  by  any  means 
short  of  infiicting  a  detriment  on  innocent  persons,  it  is  argued  that 
such  infliction  must  be  unnecessary  and  unjust.  To  consider  any 
acts  of  an  infant  absolutely  void,  might  operate  to  his  own  protec- 
tion, but  it  would  in  many  cases  seriously  affect  the  rights  of  persons 
in  nowise  implicated  in  the  infant's  transactions,  and  might  not 
unfrequently  be  prejudicial  to  himself.  It  is  thought,  therefore, 
that  it  would  rarely  be  a  greater  indulgence  to  the  infant,  and  more  for 
his  advantage,  to  allow  him,  when  he  comes  of  age  and  is  capable 
of  reconsidering  what  he  has  done,  either  to  ratify  and  affirm  all 
his  deeds  and  contracts,  or  to  break  through  and  avoid  them ;  and 
he  contends  that  this  power  should  be  extended,  as  well  to  those 
acts  which  may  turn  out  to  the  infant's  disadvantage,  as  to  those 
which  are  apparently  beneficial.  The  giving  infants  such  power 
in  general  over  all  their  acts,  he  insists,  will  sufficiently  secure 
them  against  the  danger  of  being  overreached  by  others;  for 
when  the  power  is  general,  and  all  persons  who  deal  with  an  infant 
know  they  are  to  be  at  his  mercy,  this  will  take  off  from  the  temp- 
tation of  imposing  on  him ;  yet,  since  the  infant  is  at  liberty  to 
rescue  himself  by  avoiding  the  injurious  contract,  it  seems  no  pos- 
sible mischief  could  arise  by  suffering  it  in  the  meantime  to  hang 
in  equilibrioj  and  deferring  to  pronounce  any  sentence  upon  it, 
since  that  would  curtail  the  infant's  privilege,  and  take  off  fi'ora 
his  freedom  of  judging  at  all.  This  is  substantially  Mr.  Bingham's 
reasoning  upon  the  first  ground  taken  to  sustain  his  position,  and 
though  it  is  not  entirely  free  from  criticism,  it  would  seem  to  be 
quite  satisfactory.     {Bing,  on  Inf,  13-16.) 

§.  11.  The  second  ground  assumed  by  Mr.  Bingham  to  maintain 
the  position,  that  few  if  any  of  the  infant's  acts  are  void,  is  that  it 
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accords  with  tlie  principles  of  pleading.  This  is  more  a  prin- 
ciple of  practice,  and  of  course  has  not  the  merit  of  the  first 
ground.  Any  thing  which  at  common  law  renders  a  deed  abso- 
lutely voidj  as  rasure,  interlineation,  coverture,  or  lunacy  at  the 
time  of  execution,  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue  of  "  nan  est  fcustuvfhP  The  instrument  under  such  circum- 
stances is  considered  as  if  it  had  never  existed,  and,  in  that  view, 
"is  not  the  deed  of  the  defendant."  But  infancy  must  be  pleaded 
specially,  and  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  issue  of  "  non 
eftfactumy  *  The  infant's  deed,  which  will  bind  others,  at  least, 
cannot  be  considered  already  void,  or  no  deed  at  all,  but  must  be 
avoided  only  by  showing  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
created.  This  reasoning  is  more  matter  of  form  than  of  substance, 
and  yet  it  has  its  bearing  upon  the  question  involved.  {JBmg.  on 
Inf.  16-17.) 

§  12.  The  third  ground  of  Mr.  Bingham  to  sustain  his  posi- 
tion, is  predicated  upon  a  review  of  the  cases  decided.  In  regard 
to  these^  it  is  frankly  confessed  that  very  little  can  be  gathered 
from  their  expressions  toward  the  solution  of  the  question,  except 
in  those  cases  where  the  rights  of  third  persons  coming  into  con 
sideration,  the  very  point  of  discussion  was,  not  the  mere  discharge 
of  the  infant,  but  whether  his  deed  was  void  or  voidable ;  and  it 
is  averred  that  in  the  greater  part  of  them,  the  protection  of  the 
infant  being  the  only  point  in  question,  both  the  court  and  the  bar, 
so  long  as  that  object  was'  attained,  seem  to  have  used  at  random 
the  terms  void  and  voidable^  without  any  regard  to  precision. 
The  author  only  refers  to  one  authority  {C^o.  Eliz.  920),  where  the 
question  is  stated  to  have  been  whether  the  deed  was  good  or  void- 
able, and  the  court  held  it  voidj  which  word  the  reporter  evidently 
uses  in  the  same  sense  as  the  word  voidable  preceding.  {Bing.  on 
Inf.  18.) 

The  conflicting  language  of  some  of  the  cases  upon  this  point 
may  be  reconciled,  by  the  confounding  of  the  words  "  void  "  and 
**  voidable,"  as  they  have  been  vaguely  used  in  many  of  the  deci- 
sions.    The  language  of  the  court  in  one  case  was :  "  the  bond  is 
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*  Lord  Coke  Baj«,  "  One  of  the  best  atscnments  or  proofs  In  law.  Is  drawn  from,  the  rlpihts,  entries 
or  eooree  of  pleading."  (Cb.  LUt.  115,  b.)  This  would  help  to  sastabi  Mr.  Bin.¥ham  in  his  position, 
pfrovided  the  mle  was  as  he  stated,  that "  infkncy  most  bo  pleaded  specially,"  bat  all  treatises 
of  pleading,  both  English  and  American,  admit  that  inflincy  may  be  proved  nnder  the  general 
Sseae  of  non-assampsit,  which  would  be  contrary  to  all  analogy,  if  the  contract  were  merely  roida- 
ble  at  the  election  of  the  party.  (Derby  y.  Boucher,  1 8alk.  S.  97R.)  The  practice  in  this  country 
f,  howeTer,  requires  in&ncy  to  be  pleaded,  at  least  In  most  of  the  states. 
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voidable  only,  at  the  election  of  tlie  infant "  {Conroe  r.  BirdsaU^ 
1  Johns,  Cos.  127),  and  yet  the  marginal  note  indicates  that  the 
court  held  the  bond  "  void  at  law,"  and  Senator  Tracy,  in  the  court 
of  errors  of  the  State  of  New  York,  referring  to  the  case,  says : 
"  It  was  held  that  a  bond  executed  by  an  infant  is  void,  thougli  he 
fipaudulently  alleged,  at  the  time  of  making  it,  that  he  was  of  full 
age."  {Mason  v.  Dtmca/n^  15  Wend.  R.  71.)  Chancellor  Kent 
seems  to  have  fallen  into  the  same  error  in  extracting  the  law  of 
this  case.  (2  KervCa  Com.  241.)  So  in  the  supreme  court  of  Penn- 
sylvania, Justice  Duncan,*  speaking  of  the  infant's  contract  as  a 
surety,  calls  it  "  absolutely  void,"  but  in  the  next  line  speaks  of 
"  confirming,"  and  "  distinct  acts  of  confirmation,"  indicating  very 
clearly  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  contract  was  susceptible  of  a  rati- 
fication, and,  of  course,  was  only  voidable,  and  not  "absolutely 
void."    {Curtin  v.  PaUen^  11  Serg,  <&  Jia/wle  H,  311.) 

In  a  similar  manner,  in.  one  of  the  English  common  law  courts, 
Bayley,  J.,  calls  the  contract  of  an  infant  under  consideration  a 
void  one,  but  the  case  shows  that  if  there  had  been  a  ratification 
before  the  action  was  commenced,  as  there  was  qfter,  the  infant 
would  have  been  bound,  which  could  not  have  been  the  case  had  the 
contract  been  void.     {Thornton  v.  lUingworth^  9  Evig.  C.  L.  R.  256.) 

In  another  case.  Sir  James  Mansfield  uses  the  word  void  in  the 
same  indefinite  manner,  calling  the  contract  void  in  one  part  of 
his  opinion,  and  in  another  saying :  "  the  contract  is  not  void  v^ntU 
he  avoids  it^  {Gibhs  v.  MerriU^  3  Taun.  H.  307.)  And  in 
another  case,  the  court  recognizes  this  indefinite  use  of  the  word, 
for  they  say  in  effect,  that  an  infant's  contracts  are  void,  if  by  void 
is  meant  incapable  of  being  enforced  against  them;  but  if  by  void  is 
meant  incapable  of  being  satisfied^  then  they  are  not  void.  (  Wil- 
liams V.  Moorey  11  Mees,  dk  Wds,  JR.  256.)  These  instances  are 
sufficient  to  illustrate  the  vague  use  of  the  word  void,  and  may  seem 
to  reconcile  some  apparently  conflicting  cases  upon  the  subject. 

§  13.  The  acts  of  an  infant  which  have  been  declared  by  judicial 
authority  to  be  absolutely  void  are  very  few,  and  many  of  the  deci- 
sions on  the  subject  have  been  overruled  or  modified  by  subsequent 
adjudications. 

It  has  been  decided  that  a  warrant  of  attorney,  given  by  an 
infant,  is  absolutely  voidj  and  not  voidable  merely,  and  the  court 
declared  that  they  could  not  make  it  good,  though  there  appeared 
circumstances  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  infant.    {Saunderson  v. 
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MarVy  1  jET.  Bl.  R.  75.)  The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania.  {Knox  v.  Flacky  22  Perm.  JS.  38.)  And  Bron- 
son,  Ch.  J.,  of  the  New  York  supreme  court,  said,  without  any 
qualification  whatever :  ^'  An  infant  cannot  make  an  attorney. 
The  appointment  would  be  void."  {Fonda  v.  Van  Home^  15 
Wend,  R.  636.  And  vide  Mafles  v.  SastingSy  3  HarrvngtorCa 
R.  403.)  And  it  was  held  in  the  same  court,  that  a  warrant  of 
attorney  by  an  infant  to  confess  a  judgment  was  void,  and  a 
judgment  entered  in  virtue  of  such  warrant  of  attorney  was  set 
aside,  on  motion.  {Bennett  v.  Barnes^  6  Cow.  R.  393.)  So 
it  has  been  expressly  adjudicated  that  a  power  of  attorney  by 
an  infant  to  sell  land  is  absolutely  void.  {Lavrrence  v.  McArter^ 
10  Ohio  R.  37,  42.    Fyle  v.  Ora^ena,  4  LitteWe  R.  17,  21.) 

In  England  it  has  been  held,  that  a  joint  warrant  of  attorney 
given  by  several  persons,  one  of  whom  was  an  infant,  will  be  valid 
as  to  the  infant.  {AsfUon  v.  Langion^  30  Eng.  C.  L.  R,  567.)  It 
has  also  been  held,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  that  the  release  of  a 
legacy  by  an  infant  was  void.  {Langford  v.  Frey^  8  Humph,  R. 
443.)  So  also  a  bond  executed  by  an  infant  as  surety,  inasmuch 
as  it  cannot  be  for  his  benefit,  is  declared  to  be  void;  and  a 
release  made  by  him  to  his  guardian  has  also  been  held  to  be 
void.  {Story  on  ContractSy  §  57,  and  cases  there  cited.)  Simple 
bonds  however  are  now  considered  as  governed  by  the  same  rule 
as  simple  contracts,  and  if  not  manifestly  of  a  prejudicial  character 
they  are  not  void.    {Slocum  v.  Booker ^  13  Barh.  R.  538.) 

It  was  formerly  held,  that  a  negotiable  promissory  note  by  an 
infant  was  absolutely  void.  {Swasey  v.  Yanderheyden^s  Adminis- 
tratoTy  10  Johns.  R,  33.)  But  now  it  is  well  settled  to  be  voidable 
only,  and  that  it  may  be  ratified  by  the  infant  when  he  comes  of 
age.  {Goodsdl  v.  Myers ^  3  Wend,  R.  479.  Foerson  v.  Carpenter j 
17  ib.  419.) 

A  will  of  lands,  made  by  an  infant  under  the  age  prescribed  by 
statute,  would  be  absolutely  void.  {Herbert  v.  TorhaU^  1  Sid.  R. 
162.)  A  republication  of  the  will  after  the  infant  attained  the  proper 
age  would  be  the  first  creation  of  it;  for  had  the  infant  died 
within  age,  or  after  age,  without  republishing  the  will,  no  devisee 
could  have  taken  under  it  any  more  than  if  it  never  had  existed. 

A  mortgage  executed  by  an  infant  feme  covert  to  secure  a  debt 
of  her  husband,  would  be  absolutely  void.  (Chandler  v.  McKevXey^ 
6  Mioh.  R.  217.) 
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It  is  clear  that  an  infant  cannot  be  bonnd  by  an  account  stated, 
and  perhaps  it  might,  with  some  plansibility,  be  contended  that 
such  account  was  absolutely  void,  on  the  ground  that  the  trans- 
action does  not  admit  of 'reference  or  reconsideration  without 
becoming  substantially  a  new  act,  and  is  therefore  incapable  of 
ratification,  the  chief  ingredient  of  a  voidable  act.  However,  the 
better  opinion  now  is,  that  an  account  stated  by  an  infant  is  only 
voidable,  and,  if  ratified,  an  action  of  debt,  as  well  as  assumpsit, 
will  Ue.    (  Vide  WiUiams  v.  Moor,  11  Meea.  &  Wds.  B.  526.) 

A  rdeaae  of  debts  by  an  infant  executor  is  void,  for  the  reason 
that  administration  is  only  committed  to  the  infant  svi  mode,  and 
his  power  does  not  extend  to  the  release  of  debt«,  though  he  may 
give  a  valid  acquittance  when  they  are  paid.  {HusseWs  Case,  5 
Cokeys  li.  28.)  A  release  by  a  female  infant,  to  her  guardian,  has 
been  held  void  in  Maryland,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  against 
sound  policy.  {Fridge  v.  The  State,  4  OiU  dk  John.  -ff.  104.)  And 
if  an  infant  enfeofis  his  guardian  it  will  be  void,  for  the  apparent 
prejudice  it  must  be  to  the  infant.  (Bac,  Ahr.  Inf.  I.  137.)  Other 
authorities  might  be  cited,  but  they  would  give  no  additional  light 
upon  the  subject. 

The  only  clear  and  definite  proposition  which  can  be  extracted 
from  the  authorities  is,  that  all  acts  of  an  infant  which  are  incapa* 
ble  of  being  legally  ratified,  that  is,  all  such  acts  as  cannot  be  for 
the  benefit  of  the  infant,  are  absolutely  void,  and  these  at  the 
present  day  are  reduced  to  a  very  small  number.  The  real  impor- 
tance attached  to  this  question  is,  that  parties  other  than  the 
infant  may  determine  whether  they  are  bound  by  the  act  or  con- 
tract of  the  infant. 


CHAPTER  III. 

WHAT  ACTS  OP  AN^  INFANT  ABB  VOmABLE  ONLY — THE  CRrTERION  OB 
TEST — OASES  ILLUST&ATINa  THE  PBINOIPLE — TENDENCY  OF  MODESN 
DECISIONS. 

§  14.  Much  the  greater  portion  of  all  the  acts  and  contracts  of 
an  infant  are  voidable  only,  for  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  not  to 
incumber  the  free  action  of  the  infant  by  disabilities,  but  allow  him 
the  right  to  suspend  his  ultimate  decision  upon  a  doubtful  question 
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of  benefit,  until  he  sball  be  of  fall  age  and  placed  on  a  footing 
equal  to  the  other  contracting  party .^    {Story  on.  Con.  §  58,) 

A  voidable  act  iB  binding  on  others  until  disaffirmed  by  the 
infant)  and  is  capable  of  being  confirmed  or  rendered  valid  when 
tlie  infant  attains  to  the  age  of  majority.  The  rule  laid  down 
by  Perkins  is,  that  ^'  all  gifts,  grants  or  deeds,  made  by  infants,  by 
matter  in  deed  or  writing,  which  do  take  effect  by  delivery  of  his 
hand,  are  voidable  by  him^elf^  by  his  heirs,  and  by  those  who  have 
his  estate."  {Perking^  §  12.)  But  tlie  rule  stated  by  Barker,  Ch.  J., 
which  is  more  satisfiau^tory  and  more  generally  recognized  by  the 
oourU  of  this  country  as  the  true  test,  is,  ^^  that  whenever  the  act  done 
may  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant,  it  shall  not  be  considered  void, 
but  that  he  shall  have  his  election,  when  he  comes  of  age,  to  affirm 
or  avoid  it"  (  W&iiney  v.  Dutch,  U  Mass.  £.  462.)  Perhaps  it 
may  be  aflsumed  as  a  principle,  also,  that  all  simple  contracts  by 
infants,  which  are  not  founded  on  an  illegal  consideration,  are 
strictly  not  void,  but  only  voidable.  They  remain  a  legal  svistra>ium 
for  a  future  assent,  until  avoided  by  the  infimt  or  other  proper 
party ;  and  if^  instead  of  avoiding,  he  confirm  them,  when  he  has 
a  legal  capacity  to  make  a  contract,  they  are,  in  all  respects,  like 
contracts  made  by  adults.  {lb.)  It  is  r^arded  equally  to  the 
security  of  the  infant,  and  more  to  his  advantage,  that  by  con- 
sidering his  acts  voidable,  we  should  give  him  the  privilege  of 
avoiding,  which  also  implies  that  of  confirming  them,  than  that  by 
considering  them  void,  we  should  lay  him  under  th6  disability  of 
acting  at  all,  and  place  him  on  a  level  with  idiots  and  lunatics. 
It  certainly  could  not  be  considered  a  great  privilege  to  the  infant 
for  the  court  to  have  power  to  declare  his  contracts  absolutely  void, 
although  he  himself  might  choose  to  ratify  them. 

§  15.  The  tendency  of  the  later  authorities  is  to  hold  that  senir 
Uanoe  of  ben^  to  the  intant  in  his  acts  or  enjoyment  is  the 
criterion  by  which  to  determine  that  the  act  is  voidable  and  not 
void.  Bingham  asserts  tliat  the  only  safe  criterion  by  which  we 
can  ascertain  whether  the  act  of  an  infant  be  void  or  voidable  is, 
^^that  acts  which  are  capable  of  being  legally  ratified  are  voidable, 
only."  {Binff,  on  Inf.  45.)  ^ 

•  Under  the  Spantth  law  at  one  time  if  not  now  in  force  in  the  State  of  Texat,  the  marriage 
of  a  mAiior  It  an  emancipation  and  discharge  ftom  paternal  power,  and  enahlee  the  i&ant  to 
make  eontracu  and  do  other  acts,  in  the  tame  manner  as  adolta,  which  cannot  be  iToided  OB  tha 
ofinteacy.   (Airr  v.  YfVlOl^  18  2to(i«  J?.  987.) 
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'  By  legal  ratification  is  meant,  that  the  act  supposed  to  constitute 
Buch  ratification  should  be  held  a  valid  act  only  by  reference  to  the 
preceding  act  intended  to  be  ratified.  This  criterion  Ch.  Kent 
thinks  does  not  free  the  question  from  embarrassment,  or  afford  a 
clear  and  definite  test ;  and  he  prefers  the  rule  that,  ^^  whenever  tlie 
act  done  may  he  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant,  it  shall  not  be  consid- 
ered void,  but  he  shall  have  his  election,  when  he  comes  of  age,  to 
affirm  or  avoid  it."  (2  Ken^a  Com.  234:.)  Mr.  Bingham  admits 
that  his  own  criterion  appears  at  first  sight  a  little  like  a  petitio  pritir 
oipiij  or  begging  of  the  question,  and  that  it  might  be  so  if  the 
doctrine  of  coneideraiions  were  not  well  and  clearly  established,  or 
at  least  much  better  defined,  than  that  of  an  infant's  privileges. 
The  criterion  is  drawn  fix)m  the  doctrine  of  considerations,  and  Mr. 
Bingham  proceeds  to  show  that  the  ratification  of  the  infant's  act 
after  he  becomes  of  age,  is  recognized  by  the  law,  only  by  a  relation 
to  the  preceding  act.  Had  that  act  never  existed,  or  had  it  been 
void  in  law,  which  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  never*  existed,  the 
promise  after  age  would  have  been  a  substantive  and  independent 
promise,  unsupported  by  any  consideration,  and  so  incapable,  as 
^'rmdum  pactum  ^^  of  incurring  the  subject  of  an  action.  The 
acts  of  the  infant,  though  not  absolutely  binding  on  him,  was,  at  a 
proper  time,  legally  capable  of  ratification,  and  consequently  only 
voidable.  To  illustrate :  if  the  infant  had  given  a  bond  to  induce 
a  female  to  live  in  prostitution  with  him,  and  after  age  had  prom- 
ised to  pay  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  bond,  that  sum  could  not 
have  been  recovered  by  action.  The  first  act  being  void,  the  second 
could  not  be  referred  to  it  legally.  In  law,  the  second  being  an 
independent,  substantial  act,  was  in  this  instance  without  consider- 
ation, and  so  not  binding.  The  first  act,  therefore,  was  incapable 
of  legal  confirmation,  and,  consequently,  absolutely  void.  {Bing.  on 
Inf.  45-47.)  This  reasoning  seems  to  be  logical,  and  it  is  submit- 
ted that  the  rule  of  Mr.  Bingham  furnishes  a  fair  criterion  by 
which  voidable  acts  may  be  distinguished  from  void,  although  the 
rule  does  not  always  constitute  the  grownd  of  their  being  voidable. 
£ach  of  the  rules  suggested  may  be  advantageously  applied  in 
determining  the  important  question  as  to  the  acts  of  an  infant 
which  may  be  ratified  on  his  coming  of  age. 

§  16.  There  are  innumerable  adjudications  upon  the  subject  of  con- 
tracts of  infants  which  are  voidable,  and  it  would  seem  that  an  author- 
ity might  be  produced  for  almost  every  conceivable  case  that  can  arise. 
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It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  New  York,  that  a  deed  of  bar- 
gain and  8ale«  made  by  an  infant,  Ib  like  a  feoffment  with  livery  of 
seisin,  voidable  only,  and  Justice  Bronson,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  stated  that  the  rule  seemed  to  be  universal, 
'^tliat  all  deeds  or  instruments  under  seal,  executed  by  an  infant, 
are  voidable  only,  with  the  single  exception  of  those  which  dele- 
gate a  naked  authority."    {Bod  v.  Jfia?,  17  Wend.  li.  119-131.) 

The  same  learned  judge  lays  down  the  same  doctrine,  and  uses 
similar  language,  in  a  later  case  in  the  same  court.  {GHUett  v.  Stan- 
ley^ 1  HiU  R.  121.)  In  a  still  later  case  in  the  same  court,  it  was 
held  that  the  conveyance  of  land  by  an  infant  was  voidable  only, 
and  that  the  grantee  having  title  and  possession  under  it,  the 
covenant  of  seisin  therein  could  only  be  broken  by  the  infant's 
disaffirmance  of  it.    (  Van  Nostra/nd  v.  Wright,  Lalor^a  H.  260.) 

In  Arkansas  it  has  been  held  that  an  infant  may  ratify  every 
contract  of  his,  after  coming  of  age.  (  Vaughn  v.  Parr,  20  Ark. 
R.  600.)  And  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  it  was  held  that  the  deed  of  an  infant,  purporting  to  be 
founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  was  not  absolutely  void,  but 
only  voidable ;  and  that  to  render  a  subsequent  conveyance  by  the 
infant  after  he  became  of  age  an  act  of  dissent  to  tlie  prior  deed, 
it  must  be  so  inconsistent  therewith,  that  both  deeds  could  not  prop- 
erly stand  together.  {The  Eagle  Fire  Company  v.  Lent,  6  Paiges  R. 
635.  Vide  aUo  Wheaton  v.  East,  5  Terger'a  [Tenn.']  R.  41.  Dear- 
horn  V.  Eastman,  4  N.  H.  R.  441.  Kline  v.  Beebe,  6  Conn.  R. 
490.)  A  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  another  to  receive  seisin 
of  land  for  an  infant,  or  to  complete  his  title  to  an  estate,  conveyed 
tp  him  by  feoffment,  is  only  voidable,  because  it  is  for  the  interest 
of  the  infant,  and  comes  within  the  rule.  {Story  on  Con.  §  59  wnd 
eases  cited.) 

It  has  been  decided  in  Massachusetts,  that  a  parol  authority  to 
transact  business  for  an  infant'  is  not  void,  but  merely  voidable. 
(  Whitney  v.  Butch,  14  Mass.  R.  463.  Vide  aUo  20  Am.  Jut. 
256.)  It  has  also  been  hold  in  the  same  state  that  the  assignment 
by  an  infant  of  a  promissory  note  not  negotiable  was  voidable  only. 
(  Willis  V.  Twamily^  13  Mass.  R.  204),  and  again  that  a  release  of 
damages  for  an  injury  was  valid  unless  disaffirmed  by  the  infant. 
{Baker  v.  Lovett,  6  Mass.  R.  78.)  And  once  again,  that  a  contract 
of  charter  by  an  infant  for  the  hire  of  a  vessel  was  only  voidable. 
(12  Pick.  R.  425.) 
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It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina  that  the  compro 
mise  of  a  claim  by  an  infant  may  be  avoided.  {TifUyii  v.  Tiftan^ 
3  Jonefp  La/a>  R.  552.)  An  infant  wife  joining  with  her  hus- 
band in  a  mortgage  of  her  real  estate,  may  plead  infancy,  in  an 
action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  thus  avoid  it.  {Schneider  v. 
Staihe^  20  Mi%s.  R.  269.)  A  judgment,  however,  against  an  infant 
in  an  action  where  he  defends  by  a  guardian  ad  lUem^  is  conclusivei 
and  cannot  be  avoided.  {Kegan8Y.AUcum^9Tex.R.2h,)  Soajudgr 
ment  against  an  infant  in  a  suit  to  which  his  natural  guardian  is  a 
party,  and  appears,  is  binding.  (  Wrialey  v.  Keiiyon^  2  Will,  [  Vf] 
R.  25.)  A  judgment,  however,  will  bo  set  aside,  against  an  infant, 
if  he  appeared  by  attorney,  and  not  by  guardian.  [Zee  v:  Jenkins^ 
30  Mo.  R.  592.)  But  when  a  nonsuit  is  given  in  an  action 
against  an  infant,  it  is  no  ground  of  error  that  the  infant  appeared 
by  attorney  and  not  by  guardian.  {Bird  v.  Pegg^  7  Eng.  C.  L,  R. 
153.)  And  infant  parties  are  -liable  for  costs.  {Beames  v.  Farley^ 
67  Eng.  C.  Z.  R.  177.) 

It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  New  York  that  the  promissory 
note  of  an  infant  is  merely  voidable  and  not  void,  and  that  a  prom- 
ise to  pay,  made  by  him  after  he  attains  his  full  age,  renders  the- 
note  valid.  {Everson  v.  Carpentery  17  Wend.  R.  419.  Vide  also 
GoodseUy.  Myers^  3  75.  479.)  This  same  doctrine  has  been 
expressly  asserted,  or  necessarily  implied  in  many  other  cases, 
decided  in  the  highest*  courts  of  this  country  and  in  England,  and 
may  well  be  regarded  now  as  the  law  of  the  land.  (  Wamsley  v.  Lin- 
denUeger^  2  Rand.  [  Fa.]  R.  478.  LawsonY.  Lovejoy,  8  Greerdettf^s 
[Me.']  R.  405.  Sesser  v.  Steiner,  5  Watte  &  Serg.  R.  476.  Jef- 
fords,  Adm.  V.  Ringgold,  6  Ala.  R.  544.  Reed  v.  Batchelder, 
iMelc.lMass.'jR.&Bd.  WrigUY.Stede.^KH.R.^l.  Fisher  v. 
Jewett^  BenJUm!s  \Nenjo  Brunstmck']  R.  36.  Dubois  v.  WTiedden^  4 
McCord^s  \S.  C]  R.  21.  Cheshire  v.  Ba/rrm,  lb.  241.  Bdbo  v. 
HameU,  2  Bailey's  R.  114.  Orvis  v.  XimiaU,  3  Jf.  S.  R.  314. 
Thorwpson  v.  Lay^  4  Pick.  R.  48.  Teft  v.  Sergeant^  18  Barb.  R. 
320.)  The  cases  holding  a  contrary  doctrine  may  be  considered  as 
fully  overruled. 

The  note  of  an  infant  lias  been  held  voidable,  although  he  lived 
apart  from  his  father.  {Tandy  v.  Masterson^  1  Bibb'^s  [Ey.'\  R.  330.) 
So,  also,  in  a  case  where  it  appeared  that  the  infant  was  carrying  on 
a  trade  for  himself,  and  the  payee  supposed  him  to  be  an  adult. 
(  Van  WinMe  v.  Ketcham^  3  Cainei  R.  323.)    And  in  another  case 
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where  it  was  shown  that  the  infant  obtained  the  credit  bj  falsely 
and  frandnlently  representing  himself  to  be  of  fnll  age,  and  gav6 
his  promissory  note  for  the  amount,  the  conrt  held  the  note  void- 
able, and  that  the  maker  might  avail  himself  of  his  infancy  to  defeat 
it.  (Canroe  v.  BirdsdUyl  John.  Cos.  127.)  The  same  rule  would, 
of  conrse,  apply  iii  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange  made  or  accepted 
by  an  infant,  as  in  that  of  promissory  notes.  (  Vide  HwrU  v,  Maa- 
9ey,  27  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  230.) 

An  indorsement  of  a  promissory  note  by  an  infant,  so  as  to  trans- 
fer the  property  to  an  indorser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  is  valid ; 
and  the  infant  can  only  avoid  his  indorsement,  in  case  the  maker  is 
in  default,  by  a  plea  of  infancy.  (Nightmgale  v.  WkUUngtonj  15 
Mom.  E.  274:.    Frazier  v.  Massey^  14  Ind.  R.  382.) 

An  infant  holder  of  a  note  may  authorize  another,  by  parol,  to 
transfer  such  note  by  indorsement,  and  the  act  of  indorsement  will 
be  voidable,  and  not  void.  {Hao'dy  v.  Waters^  88  Maine  [3 
Heath]  R.  450.) 

An  action  against  an  infant  for  his  deceit  and  false  warranty; 
may  be  defeated  by  a  plea  of  infancy.  {MerriU  v.  Aden,  19  Vt 
R.  505.  PrescoU  v.  Norria,  32  N.  H.  R.  101.)  That  the  infant 
firaudulently  represented  himself  to  be  of  full  age,  does  not  make 
him  liable  for  the  goods  bought,  but  the  demand  may  be  defeated 
by  the  plea  of  infancy.  {Ba/rUett  v.  WdU^  101  Eng,  Q.  L,  R. 
836.  De  Roo  v.  Foster,  104  ib,  272.  Merriam  v.  Owrmmghamh^ 
11  CWA.  [J/a«.]  R.  40.) 

In  all  cases  where  a  judgment  is  regularly  entered  against  an 
infant,  the  same  cannot  be  avoided  by  the  plea  of  infancy  in 
an  action  brought  upon  the  judgment.  {Ludwicke  v.  Fana*,  7  Ired, 
IN.  a]  R.  422. 

In  the  State  of  Iowa  they  have  a  statute  providing  that  an. 
infant  cannot  avoid  his  contracts  and  acts  on  the  ground  of 
infancy,  when  he  has  induced  the  adverse  party  to  believe  that  he 
id  of  full  age  {Code,  §1489);  and  in  such  a  case,  a  judgment  may 
be  entered  against  the  infant  during  his  minorily.  {Osfvodld  v. 
Rroderickj  1  Cla/rk^a  R,  380.)  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that 
an  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  made  by  an  in&nt,  may  recover 
against  the  acceptor  or  indorser;  but  perhaps  it  maybe  alleged 
that  .every  new  party  to  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note, 
originates,  as  it  were,  a  new  instrument  to  himself.  Still  the  suc^ 
ceeding  instrimient,  at  least,  arises  or  grows  out  of  the  preceding ; 
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and  if  the  root  be  cut  off,  the  tree  must  fall.  The  acceptor  or  indorser 
of  a  forged  bill  of  exchange,  would  be  liable  to  an  innocent  holder, 
upon  the  principle  of  estoppel;  but  in  case  of  an  infant's  bill  of 
exchange,  it  wonld  not  be  necessary  to  show  that  the  holder  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  infancy  of  the  drawer.  The  acceptor  or 
indorser  of  the  bill  of  exchange  of  an  infant,  therefore,  must  be 
liable,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  is  only  voidable  as  against  the 
infant.  A  lease  of  land  by  an  infant  is  voidable  and  not  void. 
This  has  long  been  the  settled  law. 

Lord  Mansfield  says :  '*  The  lessee  can  in  no  case  avoid  the  lease 
on  account  of  the  infancy  of  the  lessor ;  which  shows  it  not  to  be 
void,  but  only  voidable."  And  he  further  affirms  that  "  it  is  better 
for  infents  that  they  should  have  an  election."  {Zouch  v.  Parsoiis^ 
8  Burr.  li.  1806.  Vide  also  Holmes  v.  Bogff^  2  Mo.  R.  652.)  An 
infant  shopkeeper  who  contracts  for  goods  to  sell  again  in  course  of 
his  trade,  or  an  infant  who  contracts  for  goods  not  necessaries,  or 
who  borrows  money,  though  he  afterward  actually  lay  them  out  in 
necessaries,  is  clearly  not  absolutely  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
goods  or  money ;  but  as  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  him,  when  of  full 
age,  from  ratifying  the  contract  if  he  choose,  such  contract  must  be 
deemed  only  voidoMe^  and  not  absolutely  void.  {Bing.  on  Inf. 
29-31.  Vide  also  Van  WinUe  v.  Ketcham,  3  Caines"  B.  323. 
Zowe  V.  Griffith^  1  Scotffs  R.  458.  TvherviUe  v.  WhUeJiouse^  11 
Eng.  a  L.  R.  326.) 

A  security  given  by  an  infant  is  held  to  be  voidable  merely 
(^CookshxM  V.  Bennett^  2  T.  R.  366) ;  and,  in  giving  judgment. 
Judge  Ashurst  remarked,  that  the  infant. was  bound  in  equity  and 
in  conscience  to  discharge  the  debt,  though  the  law  would  not 
compel  him  to  do  so ;  but  he  may  waive  the  privilege  which  the 
law  gives  him  for  the  purpose  of  securing  him  against  the  imposi- 
tion of  designing  persons ;  and  if  he  choose  to  waive  his  privilege, 
the  judge  held  that  the  subsequent  promise  would  operate  upon  the 
preceding  consideration.  This  reasoning  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  security  of  an  infant  is  only  voidable ;  but  it  rather  mili- 
tates against  the  position  that  the  want  of  apparent  benefit  to  the 
infant  is  a  criterion  by  which  we  can  judge  whether  an  instrument 
is  void  or  voidable ;  for  when  a  mere  security  for  another  is  given 
by  the  infant  no  benefit  has  accrued  or  can  accrue  to  him ;  there 
is  neither  apparent  nor  actual  advantage.  (  Vide  Hindy  v.  Mar- 
gwritZy  2  Ba/rr.  R.  428.    Ckirtin  v.  Patten^  11  Serg.  db  RawU^s  R. 
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805.)  A  submission  to  arbitration  bj  an  infant  is  voidable,  and 
may  be  avoided  or  affirmed  at  his  election,  even  after  the  award 
is  made.  {Jones  v.  The  Phcmix  Ba/nk,  8  Jf,  Y,  B.  228.  BwmaJ/y 
v.  Bamahfj  1  Pick.  B.  221.  Bretton  v.  WiUiama,  6  Munf.  B. 
453.)  Upon  the  same  principle,  the  settlement  of  damages  by  an 
infant  is  voidable  and  may  be  avoided,  although  he  may  have 
received  the  damages  he  claims.  They  may  be  extremely  inade- 
quate to  the  injury,  and  the  law  will  protect  him  as  well  against 
himself  as  against  others.  Thus,  in  one  case  of  an  assault  and 
battery  of  an  infant  by  an  adult  and  an  infant,  which  was  settled 
between  the  aggrieved  and  the  adult,  and  the  amount  fixed  was 
actually  received  by  the  aggrieved  infant,  the  court  held,  ^^  that  if 
the  juiy,  on  the  trial,  are  convinced  that  the  satisfaction  received 
from  the  adult  was  a  compensation  for  the  injury,  they  will  assess 
for  the  plaintiff  but  nominal  damages.  But. if  the  compensation 
should  be  found  inadequate,  the  jury  will  give  such  further  sum 
as,  with  the  money  received  from  the  adult,  will  amount  to  a  rea- 
sonable satisfaction.  The  law  very  properly  will  not  trust  an 
in£Emt  to  fix  a  value  on  his  own  rights,  but  this  power  is  devolved 
on  a  jury  who  will  do  justice  to  all  parties."  {Baker  v.  Lovett^  7 
Maes.  B.  78.) 

§  17.  The  authorities  are  clear  that  a  mortgage  of  an  infant  of 
his  lands  is  voidable  only,  and  may  be  enforced  unless  disaffirmed 
when  he  comes  of  age.  {The  Boston  Bank  v.  Charnherlam^  15 
Jfow.^.220.  The  Eagle  Fire  Go.  \.  Lent,  QPaig(f  8  B.QZ?>.  Sub- 
hard  V.  CummingSj  1  Oreerd,  B,  11.  Boherts  v.  Wigt/inSy  1  iT.  H. 
B.  73.    Palmer  v.  MUler,  25  Barh.  B.  399.) 

The  contract  of  an  infant  to  perft)rm  labor  and  sei  vice  is  voidable, 
and  in  an  action  brought  by  the  infant  for  services  performed  under 
it  he  will  be  entitled  to  recover  such  sum  as  he  would  be  entitled 
to  had  there  been  no  express  contract  made ;  on  the  assumption 
that  there  is  no  express  contract  at  all.  ( Whitmwrsh  v.  HaU^  3 
Berdds  B.  377.) 

The  agreement  and  partition  of  lands  by  an  infant  is  voidable, 
and  may  be  either  affirmed  or  disaffirmed  by  him  on  his  attaining 
full  age.  {Overbach  v.  Heermance^  Hopk,  B,  337.  Bainsford  v. 
Bainsfard,  Spears'  Eq.  [S.  C]  B.  385.) 

The  contract  of  marriage  by  an  infant  is  voidable  only  at  the 
election  of  the  infant.  {Hunt  v.  Peake,  5  Cow.  B,  475.  Hamilton 
V.  Jjymax,  26  Ba/rb.  B.  616.    Holt  v.  Ward,  2  Stram^e's  B.  937.) 
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After  the  contract  is  consmmnated  by  the  marriage,  of  courfie,  it 
cannot  be  repudiated,  but  is  as  Bolenmlj  binding  upon  the  parties 
as  though  they  wer^  adults  at  the  time  of  its  consummation.* 

It  has  also  been  held  that  an  executed  comproi^ise  by  an  infant 
of  a  claim  against  him  is  voidable,  and  that  in  such  a  case  the  acts 
of  the  in&nt  may  be  inquired  into  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether 
they  are  beneficial  to  his  interest  or  not.  {Pitcher  y.  The  Turin 
PlanhRoad  Co.  10  Bwrh  B.  486.) 

It  was  formerly  supposed  that  a  mrrender  by  an  infant  was 
absolutely  vdid,  but  Lord  Mansfield  set  the  matter  right  by  deciding 
the  precise  question  and  holding  that  it  was  only  voidable.  His 
language  was:  ^^I  know  of  no  judgment  upon  the  groimd  that 
such  a  surrender  is  void.  Most  undoubtedly  the  other  party  c£(nnot 
say  no.  If  an  infanit  were  to  surrender  an  unprofitable  lea^,  and 
after  acceptance  the  premises  should  be  burned,  overflowed,  or 
otherwise  destroyed,  the  Useor  never  could  say  the  surrender  was 
void.  There  is  no  instance  where  the  oiiwr  party  to  a  deed  can 
object  on  account  of  infancy ;  consequently  the  infant  may  let  the 
surrender  stand  (yr  avoid  it ;  which  proves  it  to  be  voidable.  If  a 
nefvb  case  should  arise,  when  it  would  be  more  beneficial  to  the  infant 
that  the  deed  should  be  considered  void,  if  he  might  incur  a 
ferfeiture  to  be  subject  to  damages,  or  a  breach  of  trust  in  respect 
to  a  third  person  mdfi^s  it  was  deemed  void,  the  very  principle  of 
the  privileges  and  disabilities  attached  to  infants  would  warrant  an 
exception  in  such  case  to  the  general  rule."  {Zouch  v.  Parsons^  3 
JBt^rr.  ^.  1806.) 

Lord  Coke  lays  down  the  rule  that  an  exchange  of  land  made  by 
an  infant  is  only  voidable,  because  the  occupation  of  the  land  taken 
in  exchange  is  tantamount  to  livery,  and  also  in  respect  to  tlie 
recompense.    {Co.  IaU.  61,  h.) 

It  has  always  been  held  that  judicial  acts  of  the  infant,  such  as 
fine,  recovery^  statute,  recognizance,  are  only  voidable,  and  that  in 
a  manner  much  more  limited  than  other  acts,  because  of  the 


*  This  Btatement  U  made  with  the  qaaliflcatloii  that  the  contmet  of  marrlAge  be  coneammated 
ift«r  the  injhnt  attaint  to  the  age  of  discretion,  which,  by  the  common  law,  is  fourteen  yean  in 
males,  and  twelve  in  fbmales.  If  the  marriage  occurs  before  the  age  of  legal  consent  the  contract 
may  be  avoided  upon  the  infimt  arriving  at  maturity  (Ayman  v.  Bobb^  8  Johns,  Ch.  B.  48),  thoogta 
H  must  be -done  at  once,  because  if  the  paMes  still  continue  to  live  together  after  that  period  1^ 
will  be  then  too  late  to  disaffirm  the  contract.  So  also  a  voluntaiy  distribution  of  an  intestate^s 
estate  Is  not  absohitely  binding  upon  an  Inlhnt,  and  may  be  avoided  or  ratified  by  the  Influit  on 
•jBttilv  Of  «ga.   (liMfiAam  V.  <9A«I^,  S8  JA«f.  i?.  181.) 
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solemnity  with  which  they  are  accompanied.  {Vide  Bing,  on 
Inf.  43,  44,  and  coms  cited.)  And  it  may  be  affinned  that  all 
judicial  acts  against  an  infant,  such  as  judgments  and  decrees 
-without  a  guardian  ad  Utem^  and  red^gnizances,  are  only  voidable: 
{Pcrter^e  hevrs  v.  Bcbineon^  8  ManrehaiWe  E.  253.  AUison  v.  Taylor, 
6  Dana^a  JS.  87.  Bloom  v.  Bwdioh,  1  SUPe  B.  30.  Auetim,  v* 
Charlestoum  Female  SeTmita/ry^  8  MetcaJf^e  B,  196,  203.  Pa^ 
Mm  V.  Gromack,  13  FiJ.  ^.  380.)  * 

It  has  been  decided  that  an  infant  is  not  bound  by  his  contract, 
either  parol  or  by  deed,  to  pay  a  mim  certain,,  even  for  necessariesy 
for  he  is  not  to  be  precluded  by  the  form  of  his  contract  from 
hiB  right  of  estimating  the  actual  worth  of  the  articles  supplied, 
beyond  which  he  is  not  bound.  {Story  on  OorUracte,  §  81.  Bd^ 
r.  Tounff,  1  BOVs  B.  519,  520.  Vent  v.  Oegood,  19  Pick.  B.  572. 
Mitchea  V.  Beynolde,  10  Mod.  B.  85.) 

An  infant  is  liable  in  d&mdges  for  a  tort,  but  his  promissory  note 
given  as  compensation  for  such  damages  cannot  be  enforced. 
{Hanks  v.  Deal,  3  McCord^e  B.  257.) 

The  conveyance  of  an  infi^t  of  land  is  voidable  only.  {Johnson 
v.  Bockwell,  12  Ind.  B.  76.    Jenke  v.  Jenke,  12^  Iowa  B,  196.)    ' 

Many  other  authorities  might  be  cited  upon  the  subject  of 
contracts  of  infants  which  are  Voidable  only,  but  perhaps  none 
that  enunciate  any  principle  not  covered  by  those  already  cited.  It 
is  presumed  that  with  the  light  of  these  cases  a  ready  determination 
of  the  question  may  be  made,  whenever  and  wherever  it  may  arise. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  infant  may  avoid  his  v6idable 
contracts,  even  though  the  party  dealing  with  him  supposed  him 
to  be  of  age;  or  the  infant  fraudulently  represented  himself  to  be 
of  age ;  or  the  Infant  was  in  business,  and  in  the  habit  of  con- 
tracting for  himself.  (Van  Winkle  v.  Ketchmn,  3  Coined  B.  323. 
Conner  v.  BirdsaU,  1  Johns.  Cos.  127.  Stodfoos  v.  Jenkins,  12 
8erg.  <&  Banole's  B.  399,  403.  Barl&y  v.  Bussell,  10  iT.  K  B.  184. 
JETinel  v.  MaMersorCs  Adm.  1  BiWs  B.  330.  Ourtin  v.  Patton,  11 
Serff.  <fe  Bawle^s  B.  309.  Houstin  v.  Cooper,  Pennington^ s  B.  866.) 
In  none  of  these  cases  can  the  contract  be  enforced  against  the  will 
of  the  infant,  though  the  infant  may  be  liable  in  tort  for  his  fraudu- 
lent acts. 

§  18.  But  Professor  Parsons  lays  down  the  rule  in  general  terms, 
that  **  the  contract  of  an  infant  (if  not  for  necessaries)  is  voidable ; " 
that  is,  he  may  disavow  it,  and  so  annul  it,  either  before  his 
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majority  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after  it  {Pc^soru?  Mercantile 
ZaWy  4) ;  and  in  a  note  appended  to  this  declaration,  while  frankly 
admitting  that  the  rule  that  those  contracts  are  voidable  only 
which  are  for  the  infant's  beflefit,  and  those  which  are  prejudicial 
are  absolutely  void,  is  adopted  and  recognized  by  many  authorities, 
advances  the  opinion  that  this  distinction^is  now  practically  obso- 
lete, and  unqualifiedly  asserts  that  tlie  more  recent  authorities  hold 
that  air  acts  and  contracts  of  infants  (except,  perhaps,  the  appoint- 
ment of  an  attorney)  are  voiduble^oiiljy  and  not  absolutely  void, 
(lb.  note  4.) 

Now  it  is  admitted  that  the  tendency  of  modem  decisions  is  as 
indicated  .by  Professor  Parsons ;  but  it  is,  nevertheless,  respect^ 
fully  suggested,  that  the  authorities  holding,  for  example,  that  a 
release  from  an  infant  to  his  guardian,  or  that  an  in&nt's  release 
of  a  legacy  is  absolutely  void,  have  never  been  definitely  ovcr- 
niled.  If  it  could  be  substantiated  that  this  rule  were  generally 
recognized  by  the  courts,  it  would  have  the  eflfect  to  save  much 
labor  and  research.  But  in  view  of  the  facts  above  suggested,  it 
will  be  safe  for  the  present  to  bear  in  mind  the  principles  and  tests 
laid  down,  and  the  authorities  upon  the  subject,  which  have  never 
been  overruled.  The  exception  in  favor  of  the  appointment  of  an 
attorney,  is  open  to  criticism,  as  well  as  the  other  cases  in  which 
the  acts  of  the  infant  are,  by  the  authorities,  held  void.  Tlic  reason 
often  assigned  is,  that"  if  the  power  of  attorney  authorizes  the  con- 
veyance of  land,  it  must  he  prejudicial  to  the  infwrvt^  which,  under 
the  rule  laid  down,  makes  the  contract  void,  but  it  is  not  readily 
discovered  why  authorizing  another  to  convey  should  necessarily  be 
more  to  his  prejudice  than  conveying  himself;  and  yet  it  is  agreed 
on  all  hands,  at  the  present  day,  that  his  own  conveyance  is  only 
voidable,  and  not  void.  But  this  exception  itself  does  not  always 
obtain,  for  if  the  power  of  attorney  authorizes  the  reception  of 
seisin  of  land,  it  is  then  only  voidable,  and  not  void.  Analogy 
would  indicate  that  the  same  rule  should  hold  to  this,  as  to  all  other 
contracts,  and  that  a  warrant  of  attorney  should  be  no  more  void, 
jper  sCy  than  any  other  contract ;  but  it  is  admitted  that  the  authori- 
ties have  established  a  different  rule,  and  we  humbly  submit  to  it. 
{Bing,  on  Inf.  19,  note  6.)  This  anomaly,  however,  is  confined  to 
sealed  instruments,  and  parol  authority  to  transact  business  for  an 
infant,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not  void,  but  voidable  merely.  (  Whit- 
ney V.  Dutchy  14  Mass.  JR.  463.) 
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80  it  still  continues  to  be  laid  down  by  elementary  writers  npon 
contracts,  like  Chitty,  Comyn  and  Story,  that  some  contracts  of 
infants  are  binding,  some  voidable  only,  and  others  absolutely  vc^d, 
to  be  determined  by  certain  tests  and  criteria  which  are  laid  down. 


C3HAPTEE  IV. 

BT  WHOM,   JkSD  AT  WHAT   TIME,   VOIDABLB  ACTS  OP  INFANTS  AKK  TO 

BE  AVOIBKD. 

§  19.  The  privilege  conferred  by  law  upon  infancy  is  a  personal 
privilege,  and  it  is  declared  by  Bingham,  and  other  elementary 
writers,  that  no  one  can  take  advantage  of  the  relation  but  the 
infant  himself,  and  such  at  least  is  the  langudge  of  the  earlier 
authorities  upon  the  subject.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  49.  Ke(me  v. 
Bayeottj  2  II.  Bl,  li.  511.  Van  Bramer  v.  Cooper,  2  Johns.  B, 
279.  Jackson  v.  Todd,  6  tb.  257.  Slocum  v.  Booker,  13  Barb. 
B.  536.  Alsworih  v.'  Cordtz,  81  Miss.  B.  32.  Oliver  v.  Horedr 
let,  IZ  Mass.  237.)  It  is  more  accurate  to  say,  however,  that  as  a 
general  rule  no  one  but  the  infant  himself,  or  his  legal  representa- 
tives, executors  and  administrators,  can  avoid  the  voidable  acts, 
deeds  and  contracts  of  an  infant,  for,  while  living,  he  ought  to  be 
the  exclusive  judge  of  the  propriety  of  the  exercise  of  a  personal 
privilege  intended  for  his  benefit ;  and,  when  dead,  they  alone 
should  interfere  who  legally  represent  him.  (2  KenXr^om.  237. 
Smiik  V.  Mayo,  9  Masa.  B.  62.  Hvssey  v.  Jewett,  lb.  100.  Mar- 
tin V.  Mayo,  10  ib.  137.  Jackson  v.  Mayo,  11  ib.  147.  Parsons 
V.  Hia,  8  Mo.  B.  135.  Jeff'ord  v.  BingoU,  6  Ala.  B.  544.)  ^he 
rule  would  extend  to  privies  in  blood  of  the  infant,  but  not  to  his 
assignees  or  privies  in  estate  only.  {Bac.  Abr.  Infancy,  6.  Boyle 
V.  Stowe,  2  Deo.  <&  BatUe's  [iT.  C]  B.  323.  Austin  v.  Charles- 
town,  8  Mete.  B.  196.  Breckinridge^ s  Heirs  v.  Ormsby,  1  J.  J 
Marsh.  [Ky.'\  B.  236.) 

It  follows,  from  the  rule,  that,  though  the  contract  of  an  infant 
be  voidable,  yet  it  is  binding  on  a  person  of  full  age  who  contracts 
with  him.  The  indulgence  which  the  law  allows  infants,  to  secure 
them  from  the  fraud  and  imposition  of  others,  can  only  be  intended 
for  their  benefit,  and  is  not  to  be  taken  advantage  of  by  persons 
of  riper  years,  who  are  presumed  to  act  with  sufficient  prudence. 
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If  it  were  otherwise,  this  privilege,  instead  of  being  a  protection 
to  the  infant,  might,  in  many  cases,  turn  greatly  to  his  detriment. 
{Bing,  on  Inf.  49.)  Every  person,,  therefore,  deals  with  an  infant  at 
arms-length,  at  his  own  risk,  and  with  a  party  for  whom  the  law 
has  a  jealous  watchfulness.     {Story  on  Con.  §  13.) 

Infancy,  and  the  burden. of  proving  it,  rest  upon  the  person 
setting  it  up.    {Campbell  v.  Wilson^  23  Texas  E.  267.) 

§  20.  The  authorities  are  quite  numerous  to  show  that  an  adult 
cannot  disaffirm  his  contract  with  an  infant,  but  only  a  few  will 
need  to  be  referred  to.  Among  the  earlier  cases,  where  an.  infant 
brought  an  action  on  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  some  grass,  the 
defendant  was  not  permitted  to  arrest  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff,  being  an  infant,  the  defendant  was  not  bound  by 
his  agreement.  {Smithy.  Bowin^  1  Mod.  R.  25.)  So  on  a  promise 
to  an  infant  to  do  such  an  act,  on  consideration  that  the  infant 
promised  to  pay  such  a  sum,  in  assumpsit  by  the  infant,  he  had 
judgmen%  though  the  money  was  not  paid ;  for  the  court  held  that 
the  infant's  promise  was  only  voidable  at  his  own  election,  and  not 
at  the  election  of  him  to  whom  it  was  made.  {Forester^ 8  Case^  1 
Sid.  JR.  41.)  A  man  of  full  age  and  a  female  of  fifteen  promised 
to  intermarry,  and,  after  request  by  her,  he  married  another  woman ; 
an  action  on  the  case  was  brought  against  him  for  the  violation  of 
the  contract.  The  man  objected  that  the  agreement  was  nudum 
pactum^  and  not  reciprocal,  as  he  could  not  compel  her  while  an 
infant  to  perform  her  promise ;  but  the  court  held  tliat  the  infant's 
promise  was  only  voidable  at  her  own  election  and  not  at  the 
election  of  him  to  whom  it  was  made ;  and  therefore  the  action 
was  sustained.    {Holt  v.  Wa/rd^  7  Strangers  R.  937.) 

This  doctrine  in  Strange  has  been  expressly  approved  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  and  others  of  the  Amer- 
ican States.  {Hunt  v.  PeaJce^  5  Cow.  R.  475.  Vide  alsoWiUa/rd 
V.  Stone^  7  ih.  22.  Cwnnon  v.  AUlerry^  lA.K.  Marsh.  \_Ky.'\  R.  76. 
Wamith  v.  Cooper j  5  Snaed*s  [Tenn.]  R.  659.  Pool  v.  PraU^  Chip. 
[  Ytl\  R.  252.)  In  another  case,  an  infant  brought  an  action  of  cove- 
nant, and  set  forth  in  her  complaint  that  she  had  covenanted  to  serve 
the  defendant  seven  years,  and  that  the  defendant  had  covenanted  to 
teach  her  to  sing  and  to  dance,  and  to  find  meat,  drink,  washing 
and  lodging,  and  that  the  defendant,  within  the  time,  turned  her 
out  of  the  house,  and  did  not  teach  her  to  sing  and  dance.  It  was 
objected,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  covenants  being  recipro- 
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cal,  and  the  infant  not  bound  by  her  covenant,  neither  could  the 
mistress  be  by  hers.  But  the  court  held  that  though  the  contract 
might  be  avoided  as  to  the  infant,  yet  it  bound  her  mistress,  who 
was  of  full  age.    {Foflrnham  v,  AihmB^  2  ESb.  R.  623.) 

It  will  not  be  necessary  to  refer  to  more  of  the  older  authorities 
on  this  subject.    Those  referred  to  will  suffice.    . 

§  21.  The  more  modern  authorities  holding  that  the  adult  con- 
tractor with  an  infant  is  liable  upon  his  contract  are  not  so  numerous 
as  the  more  ancient,  and  yet  the  question  is  well  settled. 

In  a  case  which  came  before  the  court  of  errors  of  the  State  of 
New  York  in  1835,  the  chancellor  (Walworth),  who  gave  the  lead- 
ing opinion,  said :  '^  As  to  the  adult  party,  a  joint  promise  made 
by  him  and  the  infant  is  binding  as  a  joint  contract ;  and  a  recovery 
may  be  had  against  him  upon  a  declaration  stating  it  as  a  joint 
contract  made  by  him  and  the  infant,  although  the  infant  avails 
himself  of  the  defense  of  infancy."  {Mason  v.  Dcmdaon^  16  Wend. 
R.  66.)  The  same  doctrine  was  sanctioned  by  a  majority  of  the 
court  of  appeals  of  the  State  of  Virginia,  {pole  v.  Permd^  2 
Hand.  B.  178.) 

In  another  case,  in  the  supreme  court,  of  New  York,  Harris, 
J.,  sitting  at  special  term,  says:  ^*It  is  also  a  general  rule  that 
no  one  but  the  infant  himself  can  avoid  his  voidable  contract. 
If,  therefore,  the  contract  of  an  infant  be  voidable  merely,  and  the 
infant  alone  can  avoid  it,  how  can  it  be  treated  as  void  until  the 
infant  had  made  his  election  to  disaffirm  it."  (Slooum  v.  Hooker^ 
12  Barb.  B.  564.)  And  on  re-examination  of  this  same  case  at 
general  term,  Parker,  J.,  said,  "If  a  promise  by  an  infant  were 
absolutely  void,  it  would  form  no  consideration  for  a  promise  made 
to  him.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  an  infant  may  maintain* an 
action  on  his  contract."    {Slocum  v.  Sooher^  18  Barb.  B.  537.) 

In  Indiana  it  has  been  held  that  an  adult  c6ntracting  with  an 
infant  for  the  conveyance  of  land  is  bound  by  the  agreement,  and 
must  pay  the  contract  price  and  take  the  infant's  deed,  {BiMon  v. 
CarUo7i,  13  Ind.  B.  354.) 

The  cases  not  only  hold  that  the  adult  contractor  is  liable  upon 
his  contract  with  an  infant,  but  that  an  adult  joint  contractor  can- 
not avail  himself  of.  the  objection  that  his  co-contractor  was  an 
infant.  There  is,  therefore,  .no  question,  upon  authority,  that  all 
parties  dealing  with  an  infant,  whether  as  co-contractors  with  him 
or  as  adverse  parties,  are  liable  upon  such  contracts,  co-contractors 
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in  any  event,  and  adverse  parties,  until  the  contract  is  disafSrmed 
by  the  infant.  In  England  it  has  been  held  that  the  infancy  of 
one  of  several  joint  contractors  may  be  set  up  to  defeat  the  action  as 
to  the  infant,  but  that  this  is  no  discharge  to  a  separate  action 
against  the  others.  {Gillow  v.  lAUie^  27  Eng.  C.  L.  JS,  548.)  And 
further,  that  the  infancy  of  the  payee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  no 
answer  to  an  action  against  the  drawer  by  the  indorser  {Cfrey  v. 
VocpeTy  26  JSng.  G.  Z.  £.  36) ;  but  that  the  confession  of  infancy 
on  the  record  bars  a  joint  action  ex-contractu.  (Boyle  v.  Weister. 
79  Miff.  0.  L.  R.  950.) 

§  22.  For  the  same  reasons  which  bind  the  adult  party  dealing 
with  infants,  as  a  general  rule,  none  but  the  infant  himself  or  his 
personal  representatives,  privies  in  blood,  can  avoid  a  voidable  act, 
contract  or  conveyance  of  the  infant.  A  few  of  the  adjudicated 
cases  will  sufficiently  illustrate  the  rule.  Thus,  it  has  been  held 
that  if  an  infant  seised  in  fee  make  a  feoffment  and  die,  his  heir 
may  enter;  and  if  seised  in  tail  male,  he  make  a  feoffment  and  die, 
his  son,  being  heir,  general  and  special,  may  enter.  (  WhittinfftotCs 
caae^  8  Cokeys  li.  42  J,  43  a.)  If  the  infant  be  attainted  of  felony 
after  the  feoffment.  Lord  Coke  says  that  the  issue  would  be  driven 
to  his  formedon,  for  his  entry  is  not  lawful  in  respect  of  his  estate 
only,  but  of  his  blood,  which  is  corrupted.  {Co.  Litt.  337  a.)  But 
in  some' of  the  cases  it  is  said  that  the  issue  may  enter.  {Vide 
Whittmffton^s  case^  mpra^  And  if  such  infant  tenant  in  tail 
have  no  sons,  but  only  daughters,  his  brother,  being  special 
heir,  "jsw  forman  donij^  made  to  his  father,  may  avoid  the 
feoffment,  because  he  is  privy  in  blood,  and  has  the  land  only  by 
descent.    (/J.) 

In  one  case  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts  the  guardian  of  an 
infant  undertook  to  avoid  the  sale  of  personal  property  by  his 
ward,  but  Wilde,  J.,  said:  "But  it  has  been  farther  argued  that 
these  sales,  if  voidable,  may  be  avoided  by  the  plaintiff.  Clap, 
by  virtue  of  his  authority  as  guardian  of  the  minor.  No  case  has 
been  cited  in  support  of  this  position,  and  we  know  of  no  position 
of  law  by  which  it  can  be  maintained.  The  authority  and  interest 
of  a  guardian  extend  only  to  such  things  as  may  be  for  the  benefit 
and  advantage  of  the  ward.  If  an  infant  makes  a  contract  from 
which  he  derives  a  benefit,  it  cannot  be  avoided  by  his  guardian, 
for  this,  being  injurious  to  the  infant,  would  be  a  violation  of  the 
guardian's  duty.     {OWoer  v.  Horedletty  13  Mass.  R.  239.) 
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§  23.  The  rule  that  privies  in  estate  simply  shall  not  take  advan- 
tage of  the  act  of  the  infant,  is  well  settled,  both  by  adjudications 
in  this  conntry  and  in  England.  It  has  been  decided  that  if  a  donee 
in  tail,  within  age,  make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  and  die  without  issue, 
the  donor  shall  not  enter,  because  there  was  privity  between  them 
only  in  estate,  and  no  right  of  entry  accrued  to  the  donor  by  the 
death  of  the  donee.  So  if  two  joint  tenants  be  in  fee,  within  age, 
and  one  makes  a  feoffinent  in  fee  of  his  moiety,  and  dies,  the  survi- 
vor cannot  enter  by  reason  of  the  infancy  of  his  companion,  for  by 
his  feoffinent  the  jointure  was  severed,  bo  long  as  the  feoffinent 
remained  in  force ;  and  therefore  in  such  case  the  heir  of  the  feoffor 
shall  have  "  dum  fvit  infra  CBtaiem^^^  or  shall  enter  into  the 
moiety.'  But  if  two  joint  tenants  be  within  age,  and  they  join  in 
a  feoffment,  in  such  case  a  joint  right  remains  in  them ;  and  there- 
fore if  one  dies,  the  right  shall  survive;  the  survivor  shall  have  the 
right  of  the  land  as  from  the  first  feoffee,  and  may  enter  in  respect 
of  the  right  accrued  to  him.  (  Whittmgton^s  oasej  8  Cokeys  H.  43.) 
In  another  case,  however,  Doddridge,  J.,  thought  the  donor  might 
enter,  because  he  could  not  bring  his  ^^formedcm^'*  and,  there- 
fore, without  entry,  would  have  no  remedy.  {Pakner^s  H,  264.) 
Bnt  it  does  not  appear  why,  in  such  case,  the  donor  should  not  bring 
his  '^/bnnedon  " — a  writ  formerly  used  to  recover  entailed  property. 
If  he  could  not  bring  it,  because  or  while  the  feoffment  of  the 
infant  was  voidable,  yet  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  he  should 
not  bring  it,  when,  by  the  death  of  the  infant  without  issue,  the 
tortious  feoffinent  was  confirmed,  or  at  least  past  avoidance.  This 
is  the  reasoning  of  Mr.  Bingham  {Bing.  on  Inf.  58,  note  m),  and 
though  we  do  not  have  this  writ,  in  a  technical  sense,  in  this 
country,  the  same  principle  is  frequently  involved  in  cases  of  the 
present  day.  K  an  infant  seised  in  right  of  his  wife,  make  a  feoff- 
ment and  die,  his  heir  cannot  enter,  because  no  right  descends  to 
him ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  baron,  if  he  had  lived,  might  have 
entered  in  right  of  his  wife  only,  and  not  in  respect  of  any  right 
which  her  husband  had,  the  wife  might,  in  such  case,  have  entered 
in  her  own  right.  (  Whittinfftan^^  case^  9upra^  But  if  the  feme, 
being  only  a  tenant  in  tail,  the  baron  within  age,  had  mflde  a  gift 
in  tail  to  anotlier,  by  which  the  baron  gained  a  new  reversion  in 
fee,  and  died,  the  wife  might  enter,  or  the  heir  of  the  baron,  who 
had  a  new  reversion  descended  to  him.  But  if  the  heir  entered, 
as  it  could  only  be  to  defeat  the  tail  given  by  the  infant,  his  estate 
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ya.iii8li6d;   and,  bj  operation  of  law,  the  feme  was  immediately 
seiaed  of  Iier.  old  eatate.    ( WhiMington^a  caae^  8  Cokeys  i?.  43.) 

In  the  case  before  Lord  Mansfield,  often  referred  tq,  it  waa  held 
that  where .  a  tenant  for  life  and  an  infant  in  remainder  levied  a 
fine,  the  infant  might  reverse  the  fine  as  to  himself  for  the  inherit- 
ance for  nonage,  bnt  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  bound  by  his 
assent  to  the  fine  and  joining  in  it,  not  to  enter  for  the  forfeiture, 
on  the  principle  that  the  privilege  of  the  infant  being  as  a  shiddj 
and  not  as  a  mocrd^  ^^  shall  not  be  turned  into  an  offensive  weapon 
oifromd  or  iryusiiGeP  {Z(yuch  v.  Paraona^  8  Burr.  R.  1802.) 
And  in  a  case  before  the  courta  of  Korth  Carolina,  it  was  held  that 
privies  in  estate  simply  eould  not  avoid  the  infant's  deed.  {HoyU 
V.  SU/wey  2  D^.  <&  BaiOe'a  R.  328.) 

§  24.  It  is  held  that  privies  in  law,  as  the  lord  by  escheat,  are 
equally  incapable  as  privies  in  estate,  of  avoiding  a  conveyance 
made  by  an  infant.  On  this  principle,  if  an  infant  make  a  feoffment 
and  die  without  heii^  the  law. is  not  permitted  to  avoid  it.  In  one 
case  however  in  which  this  rule  was  stated,  it  appeared  that  the 
feoffment  of  the  infant  was  made  Tyy  aUamey^  and  so  was  absolutely 
voidy  and  the  court  resolved  that  the  land  should  escheat.  ( WkU- 
tmgtorCB  caee^  8  Coke^a  R.  44.)  The  heir  or  executor,  sued  on  the 
infant's  bond,  may  avoid  it  by  pleading  the  infancy  of  the  obligor.. 
The  heir  is  privy  in  blood,  and  the  execi;itor  stands  exactly  in  his 
testator's  place,  and  both  avoid  the  instrument  in  respect  of  the 
estate  transmitted.  {Ring,  on  Inf.  55.)  The  heir  is,  of  course, 
clearly  witliin  the  letter  of  the  rule,  and  the  executor  is  within  the 
spirit  of  tlic  rule,  by  conv&niAondL  relatian. 

§  25.  As  to  the  time  of  avoiding  voidable  acts,  it  may  be 
observed,  tliat  the  infant's  privilege  of  avoiding  acts  performed 
with  judicial  solemnity,  and  constituting  matters  of  record,  as  fines, 
reeoveriod  and  recognizances,  is  much  more  limited,  in  point  of 
time,  than  his  (jrivileges  of  avoiding  matters  in  pais,  or  matters 
not  judicial.  The  fonuer  must  be  avoided  by  the  infant  himself, 
and  during  his  minority,  and  by  some  act  of  record,  as  by  a  writ 
of  error,  or  an  avdita  querela,  {Tucker  y.  MoreUmd,  10  Peter^e 
R.  71.)  This  was  always  the  rule  in  England,  because  the  fact  of 
infancy  was  anciently  tried  by  inepecHony  which  is  not  a  part 
of  our  law.  (20  Am.  Jv/r.  258.)  But  the  rule  however  4)revail8 
in  this  country,  as  well  as  in  England,  that  in  such  cases  the  matter 
must  be  avoided  during  infancy,    (^udcer  v.  Morelandy  aupra. 
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Breckinridge^s  Hei/ra  v.  0T7ruS>y^  X  J.  J.  Marsh.  252.)  From  the 
natare  of  the  case,  it  must  be  so,  because  after  full  age,  infancy  or 
not,  when  the  act  occurred,  must  be  tried  by  a  jury  and  nothing 
can  be  averred  against  the  record,  wliich  implies  that  the  act 
occurred  after  full  age,  or  that  the  person  could  not  have  suffered  a 
common  recovery  Mrhilst  he  was  a  minor.  Besides  the  act  must  be 
vacated  with  the  same  solemnity  that  it  was  entered  into.  {Bing. 
on  Inf.  56,  atid  cases  cited,)  It  has  been  accordingly  held  that  if 
an  infant  suffer  a  common  recovery,  in  which  he  comes  in  as  a 
voucher  in  his  proper  person,  he  may  in  a  writ  of  error  avoid  it, 
because  it  is  error;  yet,  at  his  full  age,  he  cannot  enter  into  the 
land,  and  avoid  it  by  entry  before  he  has  reversed  the  recovery  by 
writ  of  error,  for  judgments  are  not  to  be  subverted  by  matter  "  m 
paisj^^  without  matter  of  record.  (lb.)  Though  if  an  infant 
appear  by  attorney^  and  suffer  a  recovery,  it  may  be  reversed  for  this 
error,  after  the  infant  comes  of  age ;  because  it  may  be  tried  by  the 
ooQUtry,  whether  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  under  age 
or  not ;  and  not  be  tried  by  inspection  of  the  court  like  the  fact  of 
nonage.  {Rdby  v.  Robinson^  1  Levim^s  li.  142.  Boh/  v.  Bobinr 
«e»i,  1  Sid.  B.  321.)  And  if  a  feme-covert,  being  under  age,  IcNnes 
a  fine  which  she  afterward  wishes  to  reverse,  she-  may  be  brought 
into  court  by  habeas  corpus,  in  order  to  her  inspection ;  and  it 
seems  the  fine  may  be  set  aside  on  motion,  for  the  husband  may 
not  be  willuig,  nor  permit  her  to  proceed  by  writ  of  error. 
{Hutchinson^s  case,  3  Lemn^s  B.  36.) 

These  rules  with  respect  to  faves  and  common  recoveries  may  be 
regarded  as  of  little  or  no  practical  importance  at  the  present  day, 
from  the  fact  that  alienation  by  matter  of  record  is  not  now  known 
in  practice,  either  in  England  or  in  many  of  the  American  States. 
It  is  true  that  fines  and  recoveries  have  been  swept  away  by  a 
recent  statute  in  England,  and  more  simple  modes  of  assurance 
have  been  substituted ;  and  the  conveyance  by  common  recovery, 
formerly  in  use  in  many  of  the  United  States,  has  become  obsolete 
with  the  disuse  of  estates  tail;* and  yet  the  doctrine  of  uses  still 
prevails  in  some  of  the  states,  and  a  process  similar  to  fines  and 
recoveries  is  still  somewhat  in  use.  At  all  events,  the  ^principle, 
6o  far  as  infants  are  concerned,  it  is  well  to  understand.  Questions 
involving  the  principle  frequently  arise,  even  where  fines  and 
recoveries  are  abolished  by  statute.  A  judgment  recovered  against 
an  infismt,  who  appeared  in  the  action  by  attorney,  may  bo  set  aside 
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by  the  infant  when  he  attains  full  age,  by  a  writ  of  error.   {Powell 
V.  GoU.  13  Mass.  B.  458.) 

§  26.  Conveyances  of  real  property  by  an  infant,  either  in  fee, 
for  life  or  years,  cannot  be  avoided  or  disaffirmed  until  the  infant 
attain  to  full  age.  {Roof  v.  Stafford^  7  Cow.  R.  183.)  It  has 
been  held,  however,  that, in  the  mean  time  the  infant  may  enter 
the  premises  and  take  the  profits.  {Bool  v.  Mix^  17  Wend.  B. 
119.) 

So,  also,  it  has  been  held  that,  though  an  infant  cannot  avoid 
his  deed  of  real  estate  until  he  come  of  age,  yet  he  may,  by  his 
next  friend  or  guardian,  as  the  practice  requires,  bring  an  action  in 
equity,  during  minority,  and  get  a  receiver  of  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits  appointed.  {Maihewson  v.  Johnson^  1  Boff,  Ch.  B.  560.) 
So  in  England  it  was  held  that,  if  an  infant  make  a  feofimcnt,  he 
may  avoid  it  by  entry,  either  within  age  or  at  full  age ;  and  if  he 
dies,  his  heir  may  enter  or  have  a  "  dum  fvU  infra  a^UUem?^ 
That  the  feoffment  being  a  conveyance  performed  witli  much 
greater  solemnity  than  any  other,  the  infant  cannot,  as  in  cjise  of 
a  lease,  surrender  a  grant,  have  an  assize,  or  bring  trespass,  before 
he  has  avoided  the  feoffment  by  entry ;  for  it  is  presumed,  in  favor 
of  such  solemnity,  that  the  assembly  of  the  heirs  then  present 
would  have  prevented  it  if  they  had  perceived  his  nonage ;  and, 
therefore,  the  feoffment  shall  continue  until  defeated  by  entry, 
which  is  an  act  of  equal  notoriety.  But  it  was  at  tllfe  same  time 
decided  that,  though  the  infant  may  avoid  his  feoffment  by  entry 
during  his  nonage,  yet  he  cannot  have  a  "  durrh  fuit  infra  cetatem  " 
till  he  comes  to  his  full  age ;  for  it  is  said  that  he  is  allowed  to 
enter,  that  he  may  save  to  himself  the  profit  in  the  mean  time, 
though  such  entry,  being  the  act  of  an  infant,  seems  to  bQ  as  void- 
able at  full  age  as  his  feoffnient.  But  if  he  were  to  recover  in  a 
writ  of  " dum  fuit  infra  mtatemy^  the  judgment  would  bind  his 
election,  and  therefore  it  can  only  be  brought  when  he  comes  of 
full  age.    {Bing.  on  Inf.  60  and  61,  and  cases  cited.) 

The  consequence  of  this  doctrine  would  seem  to  be,  that  the 
feoffment  still  continues  capable  of  confirmation  at  full  age,  notwith- 
standing such  entry,  which  is  similar  to  the  rule  in  this  country  aa 
extracted  from  the  cases  of  Bool  v.  JUix  and  Matthewson  v*  John 
son,  above  referred  to.  It  is  suggested,  however,  that  this  is  about 
ec|uivalcnt  to  allowing  the  infant  to  make  his  final  election  during 
minority,  for  if  he  was  disposed  to  confirm  .the  feoffment  at  full  age, 
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he  would,  at  the  eame  time,  be  willing  to  make  an  absolute  con- 
veyance, which  would  amount  to  the  same  thing. 

§  27.  If  tlic  heir,  within  age,  assign  to  the  wife  more  land  in 
dower  tlian  she  ought  to  have,  he  himself  may  have  a  writ  of 
admeasurement  of  dower  at  full  age,  by  the  common  law.  So  if 
after  such  assignment  the  heir  die,  his  heir  may  have  such  writ  to 
rectify  the  assignment.  And  if  the  heir,  witliin  age,  before  the 
guardian  enters,  assigns  too  much  in  dower,  the  guardian  may 
have  a  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower,  though  the  heir,  in  whose 
time  the  assignment  of  too  much  was  by  the  guardian,  cannot 
have  such  writ  till  his  full  age,  for  the  reason  that  until  then  the 
interest  of  the  guardian  continues.  {Bing.  on,  Inf.  62,  63,  <md 
€0668  died.) 

It  is  well  to  remember  that  in  all  these  cases  of  real  property 
where  the  act  of  the  infant  cannot  be  disaffirmed  until  he  attain 
to  full  age,  such  disaffirmance  must  be  made  before  his  entry  shall 
be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  In  the  State  of  Illinois  it 
has  been  held  that  a  minor  must  disaffirm  his  deed  within  three 
years  after  he  becomes  of  age.  {Blanhenship  v.  Street,  25  lU. 
B.  132.) 

§  28.  It  may  be  stated  as  a  universal  rule,  that  all  executory 
contracts,  which  are  voidable  on  the  ground  of  infancy,  may  be 
disaffirmed  during  infancy  by  the  minor  as  well  as  after  he  has 
attained  to  full  age.  So,  also,  all  contracts  respecting  property, 
which  are  executed  by  delivery  of  some  article,  on  payment  of 
money,  may  be  rescinded  by  the  infant,  both  before  and  after  the 
time  of  his  coming  of  age ;  though  such  disaffirmance  will  in  no 
case  avail  after  the  statute  of  limitations  has  fully  run.  ( Vide 
Lessee  of  Drake  v.  Ramsey^  5  Ohio  R.  261.  Cresinger  »v.  Wdchy 
15  tb.  156.) 

In  a  case  in  England,  the  chief  justice  observed  that  in  every 
instance  of  a  contract,  voidable  only  by  an  infant  on  coming  of 
age,  he  is  bound  to  give  notice  of  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  in 
a  reasonable  time.  (Ilolmei  v.  Blogg^  8  Taufhi.  R.  36.)  But  by 
the  authorities  in  tliis  country,  it  would  seem  ordinarily  that  a 
conveyance  of  real  estate,  by  an  infant,  may  be  disaffirmed  at  any 
time,  sty  long  as  an  action  of  ejectment  is  not  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations.  {Drake's  Lessees  v.  Ramsey ^  supra.)  Still,  in  the 
State  of  Vermont,  it  was  held  in  one  case  when  all  the  equities  . 
were  against  the  act  of  disaffimianco,  that  the  infant  was  bound  by 
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his  voidable  contracts,  unless  disaffinned  within  a  reasonable  time, 
and  that  eleven  years  past  majority  was  not  a  reasonable  time. 
{Bigdow  v.  Kvrmey^  3  Vt  R.  353.) 

It  is  declared  by  statute,  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  that 
minors  shall  have  five  years  after  their  coming  of  age  to  prosecute 
their  claims  to  land,  and  four  years  to  prosecute  personal  claims ; 
and  this,  whether  within  or  out  of  the  state,  when  coming  of  age. 
But  if  an  action  be  commenced  for  the  recovery  of  land  within 
the  five  years,  a  nonsuit,  or  verdict,  shall  not  be  conclusive  against 
him,  but  he  may  at  any  time  within  two  years  commence  an  action 
for  the  same  land.  {Edaan  v.  Dam%^  1  McCarcP$  B.  655.  Rose  v. 
DamdyCkmst.  R.  549.) 

Bingham  Btates  the  rule  that,  ^'  as  to  all  other  conveyances  in 
pad6j  except  enfeoffments,  whether  in  fee,  tail,  for  life,  or  years,  it 
seems  the  infant  or  his  representative,  may  avoid  them  by  trespass, 
assize,  or  entry,  within  or  after  age;  or  by  'dumfuti  infra  CBta- 
temy  after  age,  or  death  within  age ;  and  this  ^  dum  fuit  infra 
(Btaiem^  lies  in  the  jprOj  in  the  pro  and  cidj  or  in  the  past."  And 
he  says,  "  a  surrender  of  &  copy-hold  estate  may  be  avoided  in  like 
manner,"  and  refers  to  numerous  authorities  to  sustain  his  position. 
{Ring,  on,  Inf,  62.) 

Mr.  Bingham  further  lays  it  down  that,  ^^  obligations,  and  dues 
in  general,  may  be  avoided  at  any  time,  by  pleading  nonage ;  but 
it  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  cannot  be  give  in  evidence  under 
the  general  ^  wm  est  fact/wm^  because  these  deeds  have  an  opera- 
tion from  the  delivery."  And  further,  he  says,  "  parol  agreements, 
or  contracts,  may  be  avoided  within  or  after  age,  by  pleading  the 
general  issue,  ^non  aimmipsity  and  giving  infancy  in  evidence 
imder  it. «  In&ncy  may  also  be  specially  pleaded  in  this  action; 
and  payment  of  money  into  court  will  not  preclude  a  defendant 
from  availing  himself  of  nonage,  because  the  money  may  have 
been  paid  into  court  for  necessaries."    {Ih.  63,  64.) 

§  29.  In  a  leading  case  in  the  court  of  errors  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  Jones,  Chancellor,  said :  ^'  The  general  rule  is  that  an  infant 
cannot  avoid  his  contract  executed  by  himself,  and  which  is  there- 
fore voidable  only  while  he  is  within  age.  He  lacks  legal  discretion 
to  do  the  act  of  avoidance.  But  this  rule  must  be  taken  with  the 
distinction  that  the  delay  shall  not  work  unavoidable  prejudice  to 
the  infant,  or  the  object  of  his  privilege,  which  is  intended  for  his 
protection,  would  not  be  answered."    He  then  says :   "  The  true 
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role,  then,  appears  to  me  to  be  this :  that  when  the  infant  can  enter 
and  hold  the  subject  of  the  sale  till  his  legal  age,  he  shall  be  inca* 
pable  of  avoiding  till  that  time ;  bnt  when  the  possession  is  changed, 
and  there  is  no  legal  means  to  regain  and  hold  it  in  the  mean  time, 
the  infant,  or  his  guardian  for  him,  has  the  right  to  exercise  the 
power  of  rescission  immediately."  Stafford  v.  Roof^  9  Cow.  H.  628.) 
This  case  is  an  authority  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  that  an  infant  may 
avoid  his  sale  of  chattels  before  or  after  he  is  of  full  age,  and  the 
same  doctrine  is  reiterated  in  a  later  case  in  the  superior  court  of 
the  same  state,  one  of  the  head-notes  to  which  is :  ''It  seems  a  sale 
and  manual  delivery  of  chattels  by  an  infant  maybe  avoided  while 
under  age,"  {Bool  v.  Jfito,  17  Wend.  H.  119.  Vide  aleo  Shipmom  v. 
HorUm^  17  Conn.  JR.  481.)  And  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general 
proposition  that  all  contracts  of  a  personal  kind  or  relating  to 
personal  property  may  be  avoided  under  age  and  immediately, 
otherwise  irrepu^ble  injury  might  follow.  {Stafford  v.  Roof^  9upra. 
Willis  V.  TwamMy,  13  Mass.  R.  204.  Bt^  vide  dictum  contra  in 
JBrady  v.  MeKenney^  23  Maine  R.  517,  525,  and  vide  Farr  v. 
Sumner^  12  Vt.  R.  28,  31.  Shipman  v.  Horton^  17  C(yim.  R.  481.) 
§  30.  With  respect  to  the  time,  therefore,  when  the  voidable  acts 
of  an  infant  may  be  disaffirmed  or  avoided,  it  may  be  r^arded  as 
well  settled  by  the  authorities,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country, 
that  all  executory  contracts  and  all  contracts  respecting  property, 
which  are  executed  by  delivery  of  some  article,  on  payment  of 
money,  including,  of  course,  all  sales  of  personal  chattels,  may  be 
avoided  or  disaffirmed  by  the  minor,  both  before  and  after  the  time 
of  his  coming  of  age ;  but  that  conveyances  of  real  property  by 
feoffment  on  delivery  of  the  deed,  which  comes  in  lieu  of  payment, 
or  by  any  other  conveyance  of  such  property  in  fee  for  life  chp 
years,  cannot  be  avoided  before  the  infant  attains  to  full  age,  and 
that  as  to  the  party  by  whom  the  voidable  acts  of  the  infant  may 
be  disaffirmed  or  avoided,  the  true  rule  is  that  no  one  but  the 
infant  himself,  or  his  legal  riepresentatives,  executors  and  adminis« 
trators,  possess  or  can  be  permitted  this  privilege  or  right. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

nr  WHAT  MAmrSB  voidable  acts  of  INFAKTS  ABE  TO  BE  DISAFFIBMBD 
OB  AVOIDED  —  EFFECT  OF  THE  DI8AFFIBKANCE  OF  VOIDABLE  ACTB  OF 
INFAITTB. 

§  81.  The  manner  in  which  the  acts  of  an  infant  may  be  dis- 
affirmed, is  by  an  action  to  recover  the  property  conveyed  or 
assigned,  and  setting  up  the  infancy  of  the  grantor,  vendor  or 
assignor,  in  answer  to  the  conveyance ;  or  when  sued  to  enforce 
his  executory  contracts,  by  pleading  specially  his*  infancy  as  a 
defense.  The  infant  may  also  disaffirm  his  conveyance  of  real 
estate,  by  a  reconveyance  of  the  same  premises  to  a  third  person ; 
but  in  this  case,  in  order  to  constitute  a  disaffirmance,  the  second 
deed  must  be  so  inconsistent  with  the  first,  that  both  cannot  con- 
sistently stand.  So  the  infant  may  disaffirm  his  sale  of  personal 
chattels  by  a  resale  of  the  same  chattels  to  a  third  person. 

The  contract  for  service  by  an  infant  may  be  disaffirmed  by 
leaving  his  employer  and  entering  into  tlie  service  of  another. 

The  books  seem  to  leave  the  question  in  aome  obscurity,  when 
and  to  what  extent  a  positive  act  of  confirmation  on  the  part  of 
the  infant  is  requisite  in  order  to  render  his  acts  perfect ;  but  in 
regard  to  his  disaffirmance^  there  need  be  no  difficulty,  for  the 
reason  that  this  simply  requires  some  positive  and  decided  act  of 
dissent,  adverse  to  the  original  act.  (Vide  Harris  v.  Wally  1 
Wds.  Hurl.  c6  Gor,  JR.  122,  128.)  And  generally  it  may  be 
affirmed  that  the  original  contract  or  act  must  be  vacated  with  the 
same  solemnity  that  it  was  entered  into ;  and  in  every  case  it  must 
be  by  some  act  clearly  demonstrating  the  design  of  the  infant  to 
renounce  his  former  engagement  or  transaction.  A  judicial  pro- 
ceeding or  matter  of  record  can  be  avoided  on  account  of  infancy 
only  by  matter  of  record,  within  the  rule  above  stated.  A  judg- 
ment entered  against  an  infant  without  a  guardian  ad  litemy  may 
be  reversed  by  writ  of  error  after  full  age,  and  the  trial  \^  per  pais. 
{Sliver  v.  SheUback^  1  Dallas  R.  165.  Vide  also  Swan  v.  JJorton^ 
14  Oray^s  [Mass.]  H.  179.     Crockett  v.  Drew^  5  ih.  399.) 

In  Arkansas  it  has  been  held  that  a  judgment  entered  against 
an  infant  cannot  be  avoided  by  any  act  in  pais^  but  only  by  some 
matter  of  record.     {TrapnaU  v.  State  Bank^  18  Ark.  li.  53.) 

tn  Virginia  it  is  error  to  take  judgment  against  an  infant  defend- 
ant who  is  not  stated  in  the  record  to  have  appeared  by  guardian 
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ad  litem.  {Fox  v.  Coaly,  2  CdWs  E.  1.  Roberts'  Widow  v.  Stan- 
tan,  2  Munf.  R,  129.  Bvimn  v.  McEea'a  Exfr,  4  ii.  439.  Cole 
v.  JPermeUy  2  Randolph's  R.  174.)  But  a  decree  obviously  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infant,  will  not  be  set  aside.  {Brovm  v.  Armistead, 
6  ih.  595.) 

In  Ifew  York  the  taking  of  a  judgment  against  an  infant 
defendant  for  want  of  an  answer,  without  appointing  a  guardian 
ad  litem,  is  an  irregularity,  and  the  judgment  will  be  set  aside  on 
motion,  without  terms,  even  though  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge 
that  the  defendant  was  a  minor.  {KeUog  v.  Klock,  2  Code  R.  28.) 
The  rule  is  the  same  in  Indiana.  (Simmons  v.  /Simmons,  6  Ind. 
R.  8.)  And  the  same  doctrine  prevails  in  Missouri.  {RandaU  v. 
Wilson,  24  Mo.  R,  76.) 

§  32.  In  a  case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  it  appeared  that  an  infant  conveyed  certain  real  estate  to  a 
party,  who,  intervening  the  time  of  the  conveyance  and  the  coming 
of  age  of  the  infant,  mortgaged  the  I'and  to  one  party  and  afterward 
conveyed  it  to  another,  and  the  latter  party  took  a  quitclaim  deed 
£x>m  the  infant  grantor,  and  on  bill  filed  to  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
undertook  to  overreach  the  mortgage,  claiming  that  the  deed  to 
him  was  a  disaflSrmance  of  the  deed  to  the  mortgagor,  the  original 
grantee  of  the  infant ;  but  the  chancellor  held  that  the  deed  from 
the  infant  subsequently  to  his  coming  of  age,  to  the  grantor  of  the 
infant's  original  grantee,  was  intended  to  operate  as  a  mere  confir- 
mation of  the  former  title,  and  not  as  a  disaffirmance  of  the  pre- 
Tions  deed,  and  then  laid  down  the  rule  that  "  to  render  a  subse- 
quent conveyance  by  an  infant  an  act  of  dissent  to  his  prior  deed, 
it  must  be  inconsistent  therewith,  so  that  both  cannot  properly 
stand  together."  {Eagle  Fire  Company  v.  Lent.  6  Paige's  R.  635.) 
So  in  a  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  same  state,  where  an 
infant  had  sold  his  personal  property,  and  delivered  it  to  the  pur- 
chaser, but,  notwithstanding,  brought  his  action  for  the  thing  sold, 
the  bringing  of  the  action  was  held  a  disaffirmance  of  the  sale,  and 
the  infant  was  permitted  to  recover.  {Roof  V.  Stafford,  7  Coio.  R. 
179.     Vide  also  SKipmjan  v.  Horton,  18  Conn.  R.  481.) 

In  another  case  in  the  same  court  it  appeared  that  an  infant 
conveyed  lands  which  were  in  an  uncultivated  state,  and  after  he 
became  of  age,  the  lands  being  still  unoccupied,  cqnveyed  the  same 
to  another  person,  and  the  deed  was  duly  registered,  it  was  held  that 
the  last  deed  was  a  disaffirmance  and  complete  avoidance  of  the 
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first.  {Jackson  ▼.  Carpenter^  11  Johns.  R,  539.)  The  conveyanc?e 
in  this  case  was  not  attended  with  all  the  solemnities  of  a  feoffment 
and  livery,  and  it  was  accordingly  declared  to  be  defeated  by  the 
second  deed,  which  was  an  act  of  the  same  description  and  of  eqnal 
Notoriety  with  the  first  conveyance.  Had  the  infant  given  livery 
of  seisin  he  could  have  manifested  his  dissent  only  by  an  entry 
upon  the  land.  When  the  first  grantee  is  in  possession,  claiming 
and  holding  nnder  his  deed  from  the  infant,  a  second  deed  wotild 
be  an  act  of  maintenance  and  not  effectual  to  reconvey  the  premises. 
But  when  the  infant  conveys  by  a  simple  bargain  and  sale,  a  second 
Seed  after  tlie  infant  comes  of  age  is  a  disafiirmance  of  the  first. 
( Vide  Jackson V.  Boiichin^l4:  Johns,  H,  127.  Jackson  v.  Toddj  6 
ib.  257,  and  Boherts  v.  Wiggins^  1  iV.  H.  JR.  75.) 

It  has  been  held  in  some  of  the  states  that  the  conveyance  of 
real  estate  by  an  infant  may  be  disafiirmed  after  full  age  by  a 
conveyance  to  another  person,  without  entry  and  without  restoring 
the  purchase-money;  {Pitcher  v.  Laycock^  7  Ind.  R.  398.  Peter- 
son V.  Laik^  24  Miss.  [3  Jones\  R.  541. 

In  still  another  case  in  the  suprefne  court  of  the  State  of  New 
Tork  the  rule  is  laid  down  upon  authority  that  "when  an  infant 
executes  a  conveyance  of  his  real  estate  he  may  avoid  it  on  coming  of 
age,  and  recover  by  action  what  he  has  thus  conveyed.  So  when  an 
infant  sells  his  personal  property  and  delivers  it  to  the  purchaser, 
he  may,  notwithstanding,  avoid  the  sale,  and  bring  an  action  for  the 
thing  sold."  iMedbury  v.  Watroibs^  7  HiWs  R.  113.)  And  in  a 
leading  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  who  delivered  the  opinion,  said :  "  There  is  no  doubt  that  an 
infant  may  avoid  his  act,. deed  or  contract  by  difterent  means, 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  act  and  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  He  may  sometimes  avoid  it  by  matter  inpaisy  as  in  cA&e  of 
a  feoffment  by  entry,  if  his  entry  is  not  tolled ;  sometimes  by  plea, 
as  where  he  is  sued  upon  his  bond  or  other  contract ;  sometimes  by 
suit,  as  when  he  disaffirms  a  contract  made  for  the  sale  of  his 
chattels  and  sues  for  the  chattels ;  sometimes  by  a  writ  of  error,  as 
when  he  has  levied  a  fine  during  his  nonage ;  son^etimes  by  a  writ 
of  audita  querda^  as  when  he  has  acknowledged  a  recognizance  or 
statute,  staple  or  merchant ;  sometimes,  as  in  the  case  of  an  alien- 
ation of  his  estate  during  his  nonage,  by  a  writ  of  entry,  dumfuit 
infra  cetatemy  after  his  arrival  of  age."  {Tuc&er  v.  Mordand^  10 
Petertf  R.  71.)    In  another  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State 
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of  New  York,  when  it  appeared  that  an  infant  had  contracted  to 
serve  the  defendant  a  certain  time,  and  had  performed  labor  nnder 
hifl  contract,  when  he  abandoned  it,  and  brought  an  action  by  his 
next  friend  to  recover  the  actual  value  of  his  labor,  the  court  held 
that  this  was  H  disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
permitted  to  recover,  and  the  defendant's  offer  to  recoup  damages 
for  the  avoidance  of  the  contract  was  overruled.  (  Whitmia/r^h  v.  HaU^ 
3  Denials  H.  375.)  And  in  the  State  of  Indiana  it  was  held  that  an 
infiint  may  recover  for  services  performed  by  him  under  a  special 
contract  not  fulfilled,  and  the  rule  was  declared  the  same  as  in  New 
Toit.  ( Van  Felt  v.  Corwine,  6  Ind.  R.  363.)  But  in  the  State 
of  Alabama  it  was  held  that  if  an  infant  disaffirm  his  contract  of 
sale  on  arriving  at  full  age,  and  sue  the  Vendee  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, the  latter  may  recoup  for  Valuable  improvements  erected 
on  the  land,  and  this  certainly  would  seem  to  be  a  very  sensible 
rule.    (  Weaver  v.  JoneSy  24  Ala.  R.  421.) 

§  33.  In  a  late  case  in  the  superior  court-  of  the  city  of  New 
York  it  was  held  that  the  deed  of  an  infant  is  not,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  superseded  and  annulled  by  the  "mere  execution,  after  he 
attains  his  age,  of  another  conveyance,  even  to  a  purchaser  for 
ralne ;  and  the  learned  judge  who  wrote  the  opinion  stated  that 
it  had  been  determined,  by  authority,  ^'  that  a  deed  of  bargain  and 
sale  made  by  an  infant  is  not  avoided  by  his  execution  and  delivery 
to  a  third  person  of  a  similar  conveyance  after  he  has  attained  his 
age ;  but  that,  to  enable  him  to  pass  the  title  by  a  second  convey- 
ance, his  previous  actual  entry  upon  the  lands  id  an  indispensable 
requisite,  and  that  this  rule  is  applicable  in  all  cases  except  where 
the  infant  has  retained  possession  of  the  lands,  or  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  second  deed,  they  are  wholly  vacant." 
{J)<yravn,i(!3c  v.  Miohad^  4  8a/ndf.  R,  421.)  And  in  a  later  case,  in 
the  supreme  court  of  the  State,  of  New  York,  it  was  held,  at 
special  term,  that  the  conveyance  of  an  infant  can  be  avoided  by 
him  at  any  time  within  twenty  years  after  he  comes  of  age ;  but 
that  he  can  avoid  it  only  by  entry  upon  the  land,  or  executing  a 
conveyance  of  it  to  a  third  person,  or  by  demanding  possession  or 
giving  notice  of  his  intention  not  to  be  bound  by  the  conveyance ; 
and  that  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  brought  before  he  has  so 
avoided  it,  and  the  act  of  avoidance  must  be  stated  in  the  complaint. 
(  Voarhees  v.  VoorheeSj  24  Barb.  R.  150.)  This  is  certainly  a  very 
proper  rule,  for  it  is  due  to  a  party  in  possession  of  lands  under 
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the  conveyance  of  an  infant,  that  he  should  not  be  put  to  the 
expense  of  an  action  of  ejectment  before  he  has  notice,  at  least, 
that  the  grantor  designs  to  disaffirm  his  conveyance.  It  was 
held,  in  a  still  later  case  in  the  same  court,  at  general  term,  that, 
where  ^n  infant  had  executed  a  mortgage  upon  his  lands,  and  after 
he  had  attained  full  age,  executed  a  deed  for  the  same  lands  to  a 
third  person,  without  referring  to  the  mortgage,  that  the  execution 
of  the  deed  did  not  amount  to  a  repudiation  of  the  mortgage ; 
and  further,  that  when  the  contrary  is  not  expressed,  the  intent 
of.  the  deed  will  be  deemed  to  be  that  the  grantor  shall  take 
subject  to  any  prior  mortgage.     {Palmer  v.  Miller ^  25  Barb,  R, 

899.) 

§  34.  In  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  it  was 
held,  that  an  assignment  by  an  infant  of  a  note  not  negotiable,  may 
be  avoided  by  him,  by  giving  notice  to  the  assignee  that  he  consid- 
ers the  bargain  void,  and  offering  to  return  the  consideration 
received.    (  WiUia  v.  Twamblj/^  13  Mass.  JR.  204.) 

In  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  it  has  been  judicially  deter* 
mined,  that  an  infant,  on  arriving  at  full  age,  may  in  various  ways 
disavow  his  intention  to  carry  into  effect  a  contract  made  during 
his  minority ;  that  he  may  do  so  by  entering  on  lands  which  he  has 
sold ;  or  by  reconveying  them  to  another ;  or  by  leaving  tlie  service 
of  one  to  whom  he  was  bound,  and  entering  that  of  another. 
{McGUl  V.  Woodwardy  Const.  R.  468.)  In  the  State  of  Alabama 
it  has  been  decided  that  if  a  minor  sells  the  same  property  twice, 
and  after  coming*  of  age  ratify  the  second  sale,  this  is  a  disaffirm- 
ance of  the  first  sale  and  precludes  him  from  ratifying  that  sale. 
{Derrick  v.  Kennedy ^  4  Porter^ s  i?.  41. 

In  anotlier  case  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  was  held  that 
when  an  infant  makes  a  conveyance  of  land  by  deed,  the  title  will 
remain  good  to  the  grantee,  until  the  grantor  shall  lawfully  disaf- 
firm the  deed ;  which  he  can  do  only  by  entry ;  but,  having  entered, 
that  his  subsequent  deed,  accompanied  by  proof  of  facts  tending  to 
avoid  the  first,  will  convey  the  title  to  cmother.  ( Wcrcester  v. 
Ealm,  13  Mass.  R.  371,  376.) 

In  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  it  was  held  that  an 
infant's  contract  to  sell  land  cannot  be  enforced,  if  the  infant  revise 
to  sanction  the  transaction  when  of  age.  There  the  mere  refusal 
to  recognize  the  contract  as  of  binding  force  was  a  disaffirmance. 
(  Walker  v.  EUis  12  lU.  R.  470.) 
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In  the  State  of  Virginia  it  has  been  held  that  an  infant's  bond 
for  the  conveyance  of  his  land,  is  avoided  by  a  sale  of  the  same 
land  to  a  third  person  after  becoming  of  age.  (Musta/td  v.  TToA^ 
fard^  15  OraU.  R.  324.) 

From  the  authorities  cited,  it  will  not  be  difficult  to  determine 
the  manner  in  which  any  voidable  act  of  an  infant  may  be  disaf- 
firmed and  effectually  avoided. 

§  35.  The  consequences  or  effects  of  the  disaffirmance  of  the  acts 
of  infants  are  different,  according  as  the  contract  is  executory  on 
both  sides,  or  executed  on  one  side,  and  executory  on  the  other; 
or  executed  on  both  sides.  When  the  contract  is  executory 
on  both  sides,  and  it  is  disaffirmed  by  the  infant,  the  disaf- 
firmance releases  the  adult  from  his  part  of 'the  obligation.  This 
places  both  parties  in  statu  quo — in  the  exact  condition  they 
occupied  before  the  contract  was  entered  into.  There  is  never 
any  difficulty  in  such  a  case;  but  when  the  contract  has 
been  performed  on  one  side,  and  remains  executory  on  the 
other,  tho  law  is  not  so  simple,  and  it  is  not  so  easy  always  to 
determine  the  status  of  the  parties,  on  the  disaffirmance  of  the 
contract  by  the  infant. 

If  the  contract  is  executory  on  the  part  of  the  adult,  on  dis- 
affirmance by  the  infant,  the  adult  will  be  discharged  from  the 
performance  of  the  contract  on  his'part.  However,  if  the  infant  in 
such  a  case  has  advanced  anything  to  the  adult  on  the  contract,  he 
may  recover  it.  {Oorpe  v.  Overton^  25  Eng.  C.  Z.  R.  252.  Milla/rd 
v.  Hewlett^  19  Werul,  R.  301.)  If  the  contract  be  for  the  purchase 
of  iM:t)perty  by  the  infant,  and  he  perform  labor  in  part  payment  of 
the  price,  and  then  disaffirm  the  contract,  without  having  received 
anything  under  it',  he  may  recover  for  work  on  a  qucmtum  meruit 
{Medbury  v.  Watson,  7  HiWs  R.  110.)  The  rule  would  be  different 
if  the  infant  had  received  any  benefit  from  his  contract,  interme- 
diate its  date  and  his  disaffirmance ;  then  he  cannot  reex>ver  back 
the  consideration  paid.  (2  Rentes  Com,  240.  Kirten  v.  JSUiott, 
2  Bulstrode'a  R.  69.  Harney  v.  Owen.  4  Blackf.  [/tm?.]  R.  240. 
Vide  also  Aldrich  v.  AbrahamSj  ZcUor^s  R.  423.) 

If  an  infant  fail  to  perform  ]^\b  contract  he  cannot  recover  any- 
thing under  the  contract,  though  .if  he  have  paid  anything,  or 
performed  service  under  it,  he  can  recover  the  amount  paid,  or 
the  actual  value  of  the  labor  performed,  in  the  quantum  meruit. 
{JTcxie  V.  Lincoln^  25  Vt.  R.  206.) 
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If  an  mtant  buy  a  horse  and  pay  a  part  down  and  give  a  mort- 
gage on  the  horse  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  he 
cannot  repudiate  the  mortgage  and  keep  the  horse.  {Heath  v.  Westy 
8  Foster's  [iT.  ff.]  R.  101.) 

It  seems  that  a  contract  beneficial  to  the  infant  and  fully  per- 
formed by  both  parties^  cannot  be  disaffirmed  by  tlie  infant  and 
enable  him  to  recover  for  what  he  has  done  under  it.  Thus,  an 
infant,  in  consideration  of  an  outfit  to  enable  him  to  go  to  Califor- 
nia, agreed,  with  the  assent  of  his  father,  to  give  the  party  furnishing 
the  outfit  one-third  of  all  the  avails  of  his  labor  during  his  absence, 
which  he  afterward  sent  accordingly.  The  jury  having  found  that 
the  agreement  was  fairly  made,  and  for  a  reasonable  consideration, 
and  beneficial  to  the  infant,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  rescind 
the  agreement  and  recover  back  the  amount  so  sent,  deducting 
the  amount  of  the  outfit  and  any  other  money  expended  for  him 
by  the  other  party  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement.  {Breed  v. 
Jvdd^  1  Groyne  [J/Jw*.]  R.  455.) 

§  36.  When  an  infant  has  purchased  property  and  has  it  in  his 
possession  after  coming  of  age,  and  then  would  avoid  the  sale,  a 
difierent  rule  prevails  than  when  the  infant  has  wasted  or  squan- 
dered the  property  during  his  infancy.  In  the  former  case  the 
infant  cannot  disaffirm  the  sale  and  recover  the  consideration  paid, 
without  restoring  to  the  other  party  the  property  purchased ;  and 
in  one  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  it  was 
held,  that  if  the  infant  has,  by  misuse,  injured  tlie  property  so 
purchased,  so  as  to  essentially  lessen  its  value,  the  infant  cannot 
recover  the  consideration  paid,  at  least  not  without  making  com- 
pensation for  the  damage.  {Barthdomew  v.  Finnemore^  17  Barb. 
R.  428.)  The  rule  was  laid  down  in  this  latter  case  tliat,  "  if  an 
infant  has  executed  a  contract  on  his  part,  by  the  payment  of 
money,  or  delivery  of  property,  he  cannot  afterward  disaffirm 
it,  and  recover  back  the  money,  or  claim  a  return  of  the  property, 
without  restoring  to  the  other  party  the  consideration  received 
from  liim."  This  doctrine  was  approved  by  the  superior  court  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  in  a  later  case  involving  the  same  question, 
where  the  rule  was  stated :  "  The  terms  on  which  a  rescission  will 
be  allowed,  are  a  restoration  of  the  property  to  the  defendant,  and 
tlie  payment  of  such  a  sum  as,  with  the  payments  made  on  account 
of  the  purchase,  equals  the  deterioration  of  the  property  in  value, 
caoeed  by  the  plaintiff's  use  of  it."    {Oray  v.  Lmmgton^  2  Bosw. 
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R.  257.)  And  in  another  case,  in  the  late  conrt  of  chancery  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  where  it  appeared  that  the  infismt  Uad  pur- 
chased property  and  executed  a  mortgage  upon  it,  to  secure  the 
purchase-money,  and  it  was  held  that,  after  the  infant  "  became  of 
full  age,  he  was  at  liberty  to  affirm  or  disaffirm  the  mortgaga  If 
he  affirmed  it,  he  must  pay  tlie  amount  or  deliver  the  goods, 
according  to  its  tenor.  If  he  disaffirmed  the  mortgage,  he  must 
restore  the  goods,  or  account  for  their  value.  He  cannot  affirm 
the  sale  and  keep  the  property,  and  at  the  same  time  repudiate  the 
mortgage."  {Ottman  v.  Moakj  3  Sand.  Ch.  R.  431.)  And  in 
another  case,  in  the  same  court,  the  chancellor  laid  down  the  rule 
that,  '^an  infant  cannot  retain  property  purchased  by  him,  and 
at  the  same  time  repudiate  the  contract  of  purchase  under  which 
he  received  the  property.  And  when  the  infant,  after  he  becomes 
of  age,  repudiates  the  sale,  the  title  to  the  property  remains  in 
the  vendor,  as  between  such  vendor  and  the  infant."  {Kitchen  v. 
Lee^  11  Paiges  £,  107.)  The  same  doctrine  has  been  enunciated 
in  several  cases,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  and  the  rule 
may  therefore  be  regarded  as  settled  that,  if  the  infant  has  the 
property  purchased,  or  consideration  received,  and  it  is  capable  of 
specific  return,  he  must  restore  it  to  the  adverse  party,  if  he  dis- 
affirms the  sale.  ( Vide  Badger  v.  Phimusy^  15  Maee.  R..  359. 
Roqf  V.  Stafford,  7  Cavo.  R.  179.  Farr  v.  Sumner,  12  Yi.  R.  38. 
Taft  V.  Pike,  14  i&.  405.) 

Chancellor  Kent  lays  down  the  rule  on  the  subject  as  follows : 
"If  an  infant  pays  money  on  his  contmct,  and  cnjo}'^  the  benefit 
of  it,  and  then  avoids  it  when  he  comes  of  ago,  he  cannot  recover 
back  the  consideration  paid.  On  tlie  other  hand,  if  he  avoids  an 
executed  contract  when  h^  comes  of  age,  on  the  ground  of  infancy, 
he  must  restore  the  consideration  which  he  had  received.  The 
privilege  of  infancy  is  to  be  used  as  a  shield,  and  not  as  a  sword." 
(2  Kmffs  Cam.  240.  Vide  also  Strain  v.  Wright,  7  Oeo.  R.  568. 
Z4)ck  V.  Smithy  ^1  N.  H.  R.  346.  Baihj  v.  BamJbergefr,  11  B. 
Mon.  R.  113.  Weed  v.  Beebe,  21  Vt.  R.  495.  Womach  v.  Womach, 
8  Texae  R.  397.) 

§  37.  If  the  infimt  has  parted  with  the  consideration  received,  or 
expended  the  money  lent  during  infancy,  it  would  seem,  fi*om 
authority,  that  if,  on  coming  of  age,  he  repudiate  the  contract  the 
adult  would  be  remediless.  It  is  laid  down  in  American  Leading 
Cases  by  Hare  and  Wallace  as  follows :  "  But  if  he  (the  infant) 
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has,  during  iofancy,  wasted,  sold  or  otherwise  ceased  to  possess  the 
•property,  tliese  acts  done  in  infancy  cannot  be  a  conversion,  because 
he  then  held  the  goods  under  an  executory  transfer  of  property, 
which  authorized  him  to  use  and  dispose  of  them  as  owner,  and  a 
refusal  after  age  to  deliver  on  demand,  when  he  has  not  the  goods, 
is  not  a  conversion,  and  trover,  therefore,  will  not  lie ;  and  this  just 
and  sound  distinction  is  taken  in  the  very  clear  opinion  in  FitU  v. 
HaUy  9  New  Hampahire^  441,  446 ;  and  recognized  in  HoNnns  v. 
SiUatiy  10  ib,  562,  565,  and  Boody  v.  McKinney^  23  Maine  JR.  517, 
525,  526 ;  nor  can  detinue  be  maintained,  for  it  lies  not  where  tlie 
goods,  though  once  in  possession,  have  been  parted  with  in  a 
manner  authorized  by  law.  In  such  case,  therefore,  he  may  avoid 
the  contract  vrithout  being  made  liable  for  the  consideration  in  an 
action  sounding  in  tort."  (1  Am.  Leading  Caaea^  115.)  To  repeat, 
then,  the  rule  would  seem  to  be  that,  if  the  contract  is  executory  on 
both  sides,  the  disaffirmance  of  the  infant  releases  tlie  adult  from 
his  obligation,  and  thus  both  parties  are  placed  in  statu  quo. 

If  the. contract  has  been  executed  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the 
infant,  but  is  wholly  executory  on  the  part  of  the  adult,  the  in&nt, 
on  coming  of  age,  may  repudiate  the  transaction  and  recover  the 
consideration  paid.  But  if  the  contract  has  been  executed  by  the 
adult,  and  the  infant  has  the  property  or  consideration  received  at 
the  time  he  attains  full  age,  and  he  then  repudiate  the  transaction, 
he  must  return  such  property  or  consideration,  or  its  equivalent,  to 
the  adult  party.  If,  however,  the  infant  has  wasted  or  squandered 
the  property  or  consideration  received  during  infancy,  and  on 
coining  of  age  repudiates  the  transaction,  the  adult  party  is  reme- 
dilesfl. 

§  38.  If  the  contract  has  been  fully  e^^ecuted  on  both  sides,  and 
the  infant  disaffiriA  the  contract  and  reclaim  what  he  has  paid,  he 
must  restore  the  consideration  received.  This  doctrine  is. well 
settled  by  express  adjudications  and  implied  in  other  cases  where 
the  question  was  not  directly  in  point.  ( Vide  Bigelow  v.  Kinney^  3 
Fi{. i2. 353, 358.  Pricey.Furman,lWiU.[rt.]Ii.26S.  WiUiama 
V.  NorriSj  2  LiUdPa  i?.  157,  158.  IliU  v.  A^ideraon^  6  Sme  <& 
ila/r.  R.  216.  Crraoe  v.  HaJ^^  2  Humphrey'a  R.  27.  Smith  v. 
EoanSy  5  xb.  70.  Badger  v.  Phinney,  15  Maaa.  R.  359.  Edgerton 
V.  Wolf,  6  Grarfa  [Maaa.'\  R.  463. 

If  the  infant  commence  an  action  on  coming  oi  age,  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance  of  real  estate  executed  during  infancy,  he  must  offer 
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to  restore  the  purchase-money  if  he  has  received  it.  {HiUeyer  v. 
Bennett^  3  Edw.  Ch.  B.  222.)  "  The  only  reason  why  the  rescission 
of  a  contract  in  any  case  gives  a  right  to  recover  what  has  passed  by 
the  contract  is,  that  the  consideration  of  such  transfer  has  totally 
fiiiled ;  and,  unless  the  party  is  restored  to  the  situation  which  he 
was  in  before,  the  consideration  hfts  not  wholly  failed  as  to  him ;  in 
other  words,  there  can  be  no  avoidance  by  parol  so  as  to  give  a 
right  to  recover  back  property  once  lawfully  transferred  and  vested, 
so  long  as  any  part  of  the  consideration  is  withheld/'  (1  Am, 
Lead,  Cos.  116.)  For  the  same  principle,  reference  may  be  made 
to  the  following  cases,  which  are  cited  in  the  volume  above  referred 
to :  {DuUy  v.  Brownfidd^  1  Barr*s  B.  497.  WiUis  v.  Twambh/y 
13  Mass.  B.  204,  206.  NigMngale  v.  WUhingUm^  15  ib.  272,  274. 
Price  V.  Freenum,  1  WtUiams''  [  Vt.]  B.  268.) 

§  39.  It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  however,  that  in  an  action  by  an  infant  to  recover  for 
work  and  labor,  it  is  neither  a  defense  nor  a  ground  for  reducing 
the  amoxmt  of  the  recovery,  that  the^  work  was  done  under  a  con- 
tract by  the  infant  to  labor  for  the  defendant  for  a  fixed  period  of 
time,  which  he  violated  by  leaving  the  defendant's  employ  without 
cause  before  the  time  had  expired.  (  Whitmarsh  v.  IfaU^  3  Denials 
B.  375.)  On  the  contrary,  it  was  adjudicated  in  one  case  in  the 
supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff,  an  infant,  had  made  a  special  agreement  to  labor  for 
the  defendant  a  certain  time  for  certain  wages,  and,  before  the  time 
expired,  left  his  service  voluntarily  without  cause,  that  the  infant 
might  recover  on  a  quanl/iim  meruit  for  the  services  performed, 
and  if  his  employer  was  injured  by  the  sudden  termination  of  the 
contract  without  notice,,  a  deduction  shonld  be  made  on  that 
account.  {Mosee  v.  Stevens^  2  Pick.  B.  332.)  The  learned  judge, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  We  think  the  special 
contract  being  avoided,  an  indebitatus  assumpsit  upon  a  qvuntum 
meruit  lies,  as  it  would  if  no  contract  had  been  made ;  and  no 
injustice  will  be  done,  because  the  jury  will  give  no  more  than, 
under  all  circumstances,  the  services  were  worth,  making  any 
allowance  for  any  disappointment  amounting  to  ah  injury  which 
the  defendant  in  such  case  would  sustain  by  the  avoiding  of  the 
contract."  In  regard  to  this  doctrine,  the  learned  judge  who  deliv- 
ered the  opinion  in  the  case  of  Whitm/xrsh  v.  HaUy  supra^  says : 
"  With  great  respect,  I  am  unable  to  yield  my  assent  to  the  sound 
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nesg  of  tlie  qualification  annexed  to  the  propoeition.  I  think  that 
the  infant  plaintiff  in  such  action  is  entitled,  b7  weU  settled  prin* 
ciples  of  law,  to  recover  such  sum  for  his  services  as  he  would  be 
entitled  to  if  there  had  been  no  express  contract  made.  A  recovery 
is  allowed  upon  the  assumption  that  there  is  no  express  contract 
at  all." 

This  latter  is  undoubtedly  the  true  rule,  for  if  it  were  otherwise 
there  would  be  no  more  risk  in  dealing  with  an  infant  than  with 
an  adult,  and  the  infant  would  bo  deprived  of  the  protection  which 
the  law  gives  to  shield  him  from  the  imposition  to  which  he  is 
exposed. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

or  THE.  CONFIRMATION  OF    THE  VOIDABLE    ACTS  OF  AN  INFANT — HOW 
THE   SAME   ABE  RATIFIED — ^WHAT   IS  A  SUFFICIENT  BATiyiCATION. 

§  40.  What  facts  and  circumstances  will  give  binding  force  to 
the  voidable  acts  and  contracts  of  an  infant  depends  very  much 
upon  the  nature  of  the  act  to  be  ratified  or  confirmed.  Words  and 
acts  which  operate  as  a  ratification  of  an  executed  contract  may 
fall  very  far  short  of  a  coufirmation  of  one  that  is  wholly  executory 
on  the  part  of  the  infant. 

Bingham  lays  down  the  rule  that  when  the  act  of  an  infant  is 
apparently  for  his  advantage,  a  very  slight  admission,  after  he 
comes  of  age,  will  inure  as  a  confirmation  of  such  act ;  and  the 
reason  given  is  that  the  privileges  attached  to  infancy,  being 
intended  as  a  general  protection  or  shield,  shall  not  operate  as  a 
weapon  enabling  individuals  capriciously  to  attack  the  interest  of 
others,  or  procure  to  themselves  unfair  advantages.  (JBing,  on  Inf. 
64.)  This  rule  will  answer  in  all  cases  of  purchases  of  infants,  and 
their  executed  contracts,  for  in  those  cases  any  explicit  acknowledg- 
ment of  liability  or  continuing  in  possession  of  the  property 
]>urchased  after  attaining  .majority,  using  it  as  his  own,  selling  or 
mortgaging  it,  or  exercising  any  unequivocal  act  of  ownership  over 
it,  and  giving  no  notice  to  the  other  party  of  an  intention  to  disaf- 
firm the  contract  or  purchase,  will  be  a  binding  ratification  of  the 
purchase  or  contract.  But  in  order  to  ratify  an  executory  contract 
the  better  authority  is  that  there  must  be  not  only  an  acknowledg- 
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ment  of  liability,  but  generally  an  express  promii^  to  parform  it, 
made  volnntarily  and  understandingly  after  •  the  infant  ias  become 
of  fall  age.  • 

In  one  case,  however,  in  the  English  conrts,  two  of  the  jndges 
took  a  distinction  between  the  raiifioaticn  of  a  contract*  and  a  mere 
promise,  holding  that  "  a  ratification  means  such  a  ratification  as 
would  make  a  person  liable  as  principal  for  an  act  done  by  a  third 
person  in  his  name ;"  and  Parke,  B.,  said :  ^^  I  take  the  meaning 
of  ratification  to  be  different  from  a  promise.  It  is  an  admission 
that  he  is  liable  and  bound  to  pay  that  debt  on  a  contract  which  he 
made  when  an  infant"  {Ma/wsan  v.  jBlane,  26  £Jng.  L.  <&  Eq*, 
i?.  560,  561.) 

The  authorities,  and  especially  the  later  authorities,  make  a 
decided  distinction  between  the  acts  and  words  necessary  to 
confirm  an  executory  contract  and  those  necessary  to  ratify  an 
executed  contract  or  sale. 

§  41.  In  'regard  to  the  ratification  of  an  executed  contract  or 
purchase  by  an  infant,  it  has  been  held  in  one  case,  when  an  infant 
took  the  note  of  a  tliird  person  in  payment  for  work  done,  and 
retained  the  same  for  eight  months  after  he  came  of  age,  and  then 
offered  to  return  it  and  demanded  payment  for  his  work,  that  the 
retaining  of  the  note  for  such  a  length  of  time  was  a  ratification  of 
the  contract  made  during  infancy,  especially  when  in  the  mean 
time  the  maker  of  the  note  had  become  insolvent,  the  debt  lost, 
and  the  offer  to  return  the  note  made  on  the  heel  of  that  event. 
{Ddano  v.  Blake,  11  Wend.  Ii.S5.)  The  infant  being  the  actor, 
instead  of  being  on  the  defensive,  the  court  held  that  he  was  bound 
to  show  a  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  by  returning  the  note  before 
he  could  call  upon  the  defendant  for  payment  for  the  work  done, 
in  ratification  of  which  the  note  was  received  during  infancy. 
In  another  case  an  infant  submitted  a  claim  to  arbitration,  and  on 
an  award  being  made  in  his  favor  and  paid  to  his  guardian,  he 
received  the  money  from  his  guardian  after  he  attained  his  full 
age,  the  court  held  the  acts  of  the  infant  afSrmed  the  submission 
and  barred  his  daim.  {Jones  v.  The  Phcmix  BwnJc^  S  HT.  Y, 
B.  228.) 

Story  lays  down  the  rule  as  extracted  from  the  authorities,  that, 
whenever  the  infant  continues,  after  coming  of  full  age,  to  occupy 
a  position  which  is  only  explicable  upon  the  supposition  that  he 
intends  to  stand  by  his  contract,  it  will  be  considered  as  a  ratifica*- 
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tion  of  an  executed  contract.  He  is,  however,  allowed  a  reasonable 
time  after  he  comes  of  9i^^' locus  peniientuB^  during  which  he 
may  disaffimuhis  contract,  and  during  which  a  mere  acquiescence, 
without  any  unequivocal  acts,  establishing  a  clear  intention  to 
confirm  his  contract,  will  not  operate  as  a  confirmation.  {Story  on 
Con.  §  72,  referrmg  to  Tucker  v.  Mordcmd^  10  Peters^  H.  75,  76. 
J(idk%on  V.  Cwrpentet^  11  Jolms.  JR.  542.  Holmes  v.  Blogg^  2  Moore- a 
fi.  552.) 

All  of  the  authorities  agree  that  in  cases  of  purchases  by  infante 
and  their  executed  contracts,  much  less  is  required  for  their  ratifi- 
cation than  in  cases  of  their  conveyances  or  their  executory  contracts, 
and  that,  in  all  cases  of  the  former,  slight  acts  and  circumstances 
will  be  sufficient  to  operate  as  a  confirmation  of  the  transaction. 
(  Vide  Boody  v.  McKinney^  23  Mame  JR.  617.  JRobhins  v.  Eaton^  10 
JT.  H.  JR.  561.  Kline  v.  Beebe^  6  Conn.  R.  494.  J^hHUpa  v.  Green,  6 
Monroe^ 8  \Ky.']  JR.  344.  Bigdow  v.  Kirmey^  3  Vt  JR.  353.  Belten  v. 
BrigffSj  4  JDess.  [8.  C]  R.  465.  JDeasony.  Boyd^  1  Dances  [-2y.]  R. 
45.  Alexander  v.  JSeriot^  1  Bailey*8  JEfj.  R.  223,  EvbanTce  v.  Peak, 
2  Bailey'8  [S.  C]  R.  469.     Bamaby  v.  BamaJyy,  1  Pick.  R.  221.) 

§  42.  When  an  infant  makes  a  conditional  purchase  of  personal 
property,  with  the  right  to  return  it  if  he  is  not  pleased  with  it, 
should  he  retain  it  an  unreasonable  length  of  time  after  coming  of 
age,  he  would  be  considered  as  assenting  to  the  purchase,  and  it 
would  thereby  become  absolute.  Thus,  an  infant  bought  a  chattel 
subject  to  the  right  of  returning  it  if  he  did  not  like  it.  He  kept 
the  property  for  at  least  two  months  after  he  was  of  age,  and  after 
he  had  been  requested  by  the  vendor  to  return  it  if  he  did  not  like 
it ;  the  court  held  it  a  confirmation  of  the  purchase.  {Aldrick  v. 
Crrimes,  10  JN".  JH.  R.  194.)  So  where  an  infant  purchased  a  horse, 
and  gave  his  note  for  the  purchase-money,  and  kept  the  horse  until 
after  he  was  of  age,  and  then  sold  him,  this  was  regarded  as  a 
ratification  of  the  purchase,  and  the  infant  was  held  liable  on  his 
note.  {Christian  v.  Bennett,  4  JMc Cordis  [S.  CJ]  i?.  241.)  So  if  an 
infant  buy  goods  on  credit,  and  has  them  in  his  possession  and  uses 
them,  and  does  not  return  them  to  the  vendor  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  he  comes  of  age,  it  has  been  held  that  he  thereby  rati^ 
fies  the  purchase,  and  becomes  liable  for  the  price  of  the  goods. 
{Boyden  v.  Boyden,  9  Mete.  R.  519.)  So  in  another  case,  where 
an  infant  purchased  a  yoke  of  oxen,  for  which  he  gave  his  nego- 
tiable promissory  note ;  after  he  became  of  age,  he  disposed  of  the 
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oxen  and  received  the  avails ;  this  was  held  a  ratification  of 
the  purchase,  and  tlie  infant  was  made  liable  to  pay  his  note. 
{Zaw^n  V.  Lovejoyy  8  Greenl,  R,  405.) 

§  43.  With  respect  to  an  infant's  purchases  of  real  estate,  they 
may  be  ratified  by  the  same  acts  and  words  as  those  of  personal 
chattels,  when  the  circumstances  are  similar  in  the  two  cases.  In 
all  these  crises,  an  actual  and  complete  appropriation  of  the  prop- 
erty acquired  during  infancy,  after  the  infant  attains  to  adult  age, 
confif'ms  the  purchase.  It  has  been  repeatedly  adjudicated  by  the 
courts,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  that  the  purchase  of 
land  by  an  infant  vests  the  freehold  in  him  until  he  disagrees  to 
it ;  and  in  some  cases  it  has  been  held  that  his  continuing  in  pos- 
session after  full  age,  is  an  actual  confirmation  of  the  purchase. 
(2  Vent.  R.  203,  and  vide  Co.  Litt,  2  h.)  But  this  doctrine  should 
probably  be  received  with  the  qualification  given  by  Story,  referred 
to  in  section  41.  So  it  is  said,  that  if  an  infant  make  an  exchange  of 
lands,  and  continue  in  possession  after  age,  he  shall  be  bound  by  his 
bargain.  (2  Vent.  R.  225.  Co.  Litt.  51  a.)  So  where  an  infant  takes 
a  lease  for  years,  renders^  rent  which  is  in  arrears  for  several  years, 
and  aft:er  age  continues  the  occupation  of  the  land ;  it  has  been  held 
that  this  makes  the  lease  binding,  and,  by  consequence,  the  lessor 
is  chai^able  with  all  the  arrears  incurred  during  his  minority ;  for 
tliough  at  full  age  he  might  have  departed  from  his  bargain,  and 
tliereby  have  avoided  payment  of  the  arrears  which  the  lessor 
sufEered  to  incur  dm-ing  his  minority,  yet  his  continuance  in  pos- 
session after  full  age  ratifies  ami  attinns  the  contract  ab  initio^  and 
so  gives  remedy  for  the  arrears  of  rent  incurred  from  the  time  of 
the  contract  made.  {Bhig.  aii  Inf.  66,  and  cases  died.  Vide  also 
20  Am.  Jur.p.  273,  note  4,  and  p.  278.) 

There  are  several  American  authorities  holding  the  doctrine  that 
a  purchase  or  hiring  of  land,  or  a  reservation  of  rent,  is  actually 
confirmed  by  retaining  possession  of  the  land  an  unreasonable 
len|i^h  of  time,  or  receiving  the  rent  after  age,  or  by  selling  the 
land  after  age  to  a  stranger.  {Bdody  v.  McKinney^  23  Me.  R. 
517,  524.  Bigelov)  v.  Mnney,  3  Vt.  R.  353,  369.  Roibins  v. 
jEaion,  10  li.  If.  R.  562,  566.) 

If  an  infant  lease  his  property,  and,  on  coming  of  age,  mortgage 
the  same  to  the  lessee,  and  in  the  mortgage  deed  refer  to  the  lease, 
this  has  been  held  a  ratification  of  the  lease.  {Story  v.  Johmofiy  2 
You.  db  CM.  R.  586.)     So  if  an  infant  make  a  mortgage  of  his 
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land,  and,  after  full  age,  convey  the  same  land  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  the  effect  will  be  the  same ;  the  second  deed  will  be  held 
to  confirm  and  make  good  the  mortgage.  {Boston  BomJc  v.  Cham' 
berlainy  15  Maes.  R,  220.)  And  where  an  infant  purchased  land, 
and,  upon  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed,  gave  a  bond  and 
mortgage  upon  the  premises  for  the  purchase-money,  and  both  the 
deed  and  mortgage  were  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded,  and 
one-half  of  the  purcJiase-money  was  paid  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, the  infant  went  into  immediate  possession  of  the  pi^emisea, 
and  continued  in  possession  until  after  he  was  of  age,  and  then  sold 
the  premises  to  third  persons ;  this  was  held  as  a  ratification  of  the 
mortgage,  and  the  mortgage  was  declared  to  be  a  l^al  charge  upon 
the  land,  and  the  infant  liable  on  his  bond  for  any  deficiency  after 
a  sale  of  the  premises.  The  court  held  that  the  infant,  on  coming 
of  age,  might  have  relinquished  the  property,  and  claimed  a 
repayment;  of  the  money  paid  by  him  to  the  grantor  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase.  '^  But  by  continuing  in  possession  after  twenty-one, 
and  conveying  the  land  with  warranty,  he  affirmed  the  contract  aiid 
made  himself  liable  for  the  payment  of  thc^  residue  of  the  purchase- 
money."  {Lynde  v.  Ruddy  2  Paiges  R.  191.)  .  To  the  same  import 
are  many  other  American  cases,  modified  in  sonie  instances  by  the 
fact  that  the  mortgage,  was  subsequent  to  the  deed  and  a  distinct* 
transaction.  (  Vide  Hvhbard  v.  Cum/mings,  1  Oreerd.  R.  11.  Dana 
V.  Coombs,  6  ih,  89.  Rdbhms  v.  Eaton,  10  N.  Jff.  R.  662.  BigeUru) 
V.  Kinney,  3  Vt  R.  353.    Richardson  v.  Boright,  9  ih.  368.) 

§  44.  The  conveyances  of  an  infant  are  not  so  easily  ratified  as 
his  purchases  or  exchanges.  In  these  cases  no  bare  recognition  or 
silent  acquiescence  will  be  regarded  as  a  confirmation  of  the  sale, 
unless  prolonged  for  the  statutory  limitation.  Neither  will  slight 
or  vague  declarations  of  the  grantor,  after  he  becomes  of  age, 
amount  to  a  ratification  of  the  grant.  This  doctrine  is  now  well 
settled  by  the  current  of  authorities  upon  the  subject.  A  deed  of 
confirmation  is  not  necessary,  but  there  must  be  some  positive  act 
or  words  of  the  minor,  from  which  his  assent  .of  the  deed  executed 
during  his  minority  may  be  inferred.  (2  Ke^iffs  Com.  238,  not>c  a. 
Wheaton  v.  JSast,  6  Ycrger^s  [Tenn.']  R.  41.)  In  the  English  courts 
the  rule  has  been  laid  down  in  these  cases  that  an  act  of  as  high  a 
solemnity  as  the  original  act  is  necessary  to  a  confirmation. 

Lord  Ellenborough  is  reported  to  have  said :  '*  We  cannot  surren- 
der the  interests  of  the  infant  into  such  hands  as  he  may  chance  to 
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get.    It  i^pears  to  me  that  we  should  be  doing  so  in  this  case  (that. 
of  a  deed),  unless  we  required  the  act  after  full  age  to  be  of  aft 
great  a  solemnity  as  the  original  instrument."    {BayUs  t.  Dindcy^ 
3  MauU  <&  Sdw.  JR.  482.) 

In  regard  to  this  opinion  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  Mr.  Justice 
Storjr  remarks :  '^  Without  undertaking  to  applj  this  doctrine  to 
its  fullest  extent,  and  admitting  that  acts  in  pais  may  amount  to 
a  confirmation  of  a  deed,  still  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  these  acts 
should  be  of  such  a  solemn  and  unequivocal  nature  as  to  establish 
a  clear  intention  to  confirm  the  deed,  after  a  full  knowledge  that  it 
was  voidable.  A  fortiori^  mere  acquiescence,  imcoupled  with 
any  acts  demonstrative  of  an  attempt  to  confirm  it,  would  be 
insufficient  for  the  purpose."  {Tucker  v.  Mordandy  10  Peter^s 
B.  76,  76.) 

In  a  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  it  was 
held  that  an  acquiescence  by  the  grantor  in  a  conveyance  made 
during  his  infancy,  for  eleven  years  after  he  came  of  age,  did  not 
amount  to  a  confirmation  of  the  conveyance;  thbt  some  positive 
act  was  necessary  evincing  his  assent  to  the  conveyance.  {Jadcson 
T.  CarperUer^  11  Johns.  R.  542,  543.)  And  in  the  supreme  court 
of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  it  was  held  that  to  constitute  a  confirm- 
ation of  a  conveyance  or  contract  by  an  infant,  afler  he  arrives  of  age, 
there  must  be  some  distinct  act  by  which  he  receives  a  benefit  from 
the  contract  after  he  arrives  at  age,  or  does  some  act  of  express  rati^ 
fication.  {Austin  v.  FaUatij  11  Serg.  cfe  Bawle's  B.  311.)  With 
respect  to  these  two  latter  cases.  Justice  Story  says :  "  There  is 
much  good  sense  in  these  decisions,  and  they  are  indispensable  to 
a  just  support  of  the  rights  of  infants  according  to  the  common 
law."  {Tucker  v.  Mordamd^  supra.  Vide  also  Ordinary  v.  Wherry y 
1  Bai.  \S.  GI\  R.  28.)  And  in  a  late  case  in  Pennsylvania  it  was 
held  that  fourteen  years'  delay  to  repudiate  a  sale  of  real  estate  by 
an  infant  after  he  attained  his  majority  was  not  an  affirmance. 
Urban  v.  OroineSj  2  Grants  R.  96.) 

§  45.  In  a  case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New 
Tork,  it  appeared  that  an  infant  conveyed  land  to  another,  and  the 
latter  conveyed  the  same  land  still  to  another ;  and  after  the  infant 
had  attained  his  nUajority  he  executed  a  release  to  the  last  grantee. 
This  was  held  and  taken  to  be  an  affirmance  of  the  fii*st  deed.  {Eagle 
Fire  Company  y.  Lent,  1  Edw.  Ch.  R.  301.  S.C.6  Paige's  R.  686.) 
In  another  case  in  the  same  court,  it  appeared  that  an  infant  bor- 
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rowed  money  and  executed  a  mortgage  of  land  to  flecnre  the 
payment,  and  died  shortly  after  attaining  full  age,  leaving  a  will 
by  which  he  directed  all  of  his  just  debts  to  be  paid.  It  was  held 
that  the  will,  under  all  the  circumstances,  confirmed  the  mortgage 
deed:  The  vice-chancellor  remarked,  that  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances under  which  the  loan  was  obtained,  would  justify  the  court 
in  laying  hold  of  any  equitable  constmction  which  could  properly 
be  given  to  the  will,  and  to  hold  it  to  be  a  confirmation,  instead  of 
an  avoidance  of  the  bond  and  mortgage.  {Merchants^  Fire  Ins, 
Co.  V.  Grant,  2  Edw.  Ch.  R.  544.) 

In  a  case,  however,  in  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts, 
a  different  dbctrine  is  laid  down;  and  it  may  well  be  doubted 
whether  a  clause  in  a  will  simply  directing  the  payment  of  all  just 
debts,  can  be  regarded  as  a  confirmation  of  a  particular  mortgage, 
executed  by  the  testator  while  an  infant.  {Smith  v.  Mayo,  9  Mass. 
H.  62.)  In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
verbal  confirmation  of  a  deed,  after  the  infant  arrives  of  age,  is 
sufficient.  (1  Hayward^s  R.  143.)  The  same  court  however  held, 
in  another  case,  upon  a  full  consideration  of  .the  subject,  that  to 
ratify  an  infant's  bargain  and  sale,  after  full  age,  some  act  must  he 
done  denoting  that  the  estate  created  by  the  deed  was  subsisting, 
as  the  receipt  of  the  purchase-money,  or  the  like.  (2  KenJCs  Com,. 
239,  noU  i,  citing  Boyle  v.  Stowe^  2  Dev.  dh  Bat.  R.  320.)  An 
infant  may  confirm  his  deed,  by  a  recital  in  another  deed  when  of 
full  age,  provided  there  is  in  the  recital  an  express  design  to  confirm 
the  former  deed.    {PhiUips  v.  Greeny  5  Monroes  R,  344,  355.) 

In  the  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  it  was  held 
that  when  an  infant  exchanged  lands  with  another,  and  deeds  of 
conveyance  were  interchanged,  and  the  infant  sold  the  land  received 
in  exchange,  the  sale  was  a  ratification  of  the  transaction.  (  Wil- 
Uams  V.  Mdbee^  3  Balst.  Ch.  R.  500.) 

§46.  The  promises  of  an  infant  for  the  future  payment  of 
money,  and  all  his  executory  contracts  which  are  voidable,  can  be 
ratified  only  by  a  new  promise  to  pay,  or  such  express  acts  as  'will 
be  equivalent  to  a  new  contract.  The  most  that  can  be  said  of 
the  original  contract  made  during  infantry,  is  that  it  is  a  valid  con- 
sideration, and  will  afford  aliment  upon  which  to  predicate  a  bind- 
ing undertaking  of  the  minor  after  he  attains  to  full  age.  The 
original  contract  not  being  binding  on  the  infant,  the  new  promise 
must  possess  all  the  ingredients  of  a  complete  agreement.    Any- 
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thing  short  of  this  will  fail  to  make  the  infant  liable  on  the  demand. 
So  stringent  is  this  doctrine,  that  a  full  acknowledgment  or  promise 
to  pay  a  part,  or  even  actual  payment  of  a  part,  will  not  render  the 
infant  liable  to  pay  the  whole  debt.  This  view  is  sustained  by  all 
the  most  approved  authorities  of  the  present  day.  As  no  agree- 
ment is  complete  until  the  minds  of  the  parties  meet,  it  follows 
that  the  new  promise,  to  be  binding  on  the  infant,  must  be  made 
to  the  creditor  in  person,  or  to  his  agent.  The  jiew  promise  of  the 
infant  mnst  be  voluntary,  free,  and  with  full  knowledge,  that  other- 
wise he  wonld  not  be  liable,  and  of  course  the  promise  must  be 
made  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  to  recover  the  demand. 

The  promise  to  pay  or  perform  by  the  infant  after  coming  of 
age, -need  not  be  made  personally  to  the  creditor  or  obligor ;  but  if 
made  to  an  agent  of  such  creditor  or  obligor,  it  will  be  sufficient, 
and  the  promise  will  be  binding.  {Mayor  v.  McLulre^  36  Mis8, 
jK.  389.)  But  the  ratification  must  be  by  some  positive  act  or 
promise.    {Boody  v.  McKinney^  23  Maine  JS.  517.) 

Story  states  the  rule :  "  In  order  to  ratify  an  executory  agree- 
ment made  during  infancy,  there  must  be  not  only  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  liability,  but  an  express  promise,  voluntarily  and 
deliberately  made  by  the  infant  upon  his  arriving  at  the  age  of 
maturity,  and  with  the  knowledge  that  he  is  not  legally  liable." 
{Story  on  Con.  §  69.)  This  doctrine  is  abimdantly  sustained  by 
anthority.  ( Vide  GoodseU  v.  Myers,  3  Wend,  R,  479.  Rogers  v. 
Hurd^  i  Daxfs  R.  67.  Wilcox  v.  Roath,  12  Conn.  R.  550.  Hale 
v.  Gerrish,  8  iT.  IL  JR.  374.  Ri^elmo  v.  Grannie,  2  BilTs  [iV^.  ¥.'] 
B.  120.  Millard  v.  HewleU,  19  Wend.  R .  301.  WaOdm  v.  Ste- 
vens^ 4  Ba/rb.  R.  175.  Hodges  v.  Hunt,  22  ih.  151.  Gay  v. 
BaJJUm,  4  Wmd.  R.  405.  Ford  v.  PhiUipSy  1  Pick.  R.  202. 
Thompson  v.  Lay,  4  ih.  49.  Hvbhard  v.  Cummings,  1  GreenZ.  R. 
11.  Thrupp  V.  Fielder,  2  Esp.  R.  628.  Harmer  v.  Killing,  5  ih. 
102.  WUtney  v.  Dutch,  14  Mass.  R.  460.  Smith  v.  Mayo,  9  ih.  62. 
Jackson  v.  Carpenter,  11  Johns.  R.  537.  Deason  v.  Boyd,  1  DancCs 
R.  45.  Tucker  v.  Morda/nd,  10  Peters'  R.  73.  Hbit  v.  UnderhiU, 
10  A\  H.  R.  220.  Merriam  v.  WUUtis,  6  ih.  432.  Thamtm  v. 
IllinffVDoriJi,  9  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  256.  Wing  v.  Libby,  16  Maine  R.  55. 
Curtin  v.  Patton,  11  Serg.  <fe  Rawle's  R.  307.  Brock  v.  Galby, 
2  Aik.  R.  34.    Hineley  v.  MargoHtz,  3  Barr's  R.  428.) 

§  47.  But  it  will  be  convenient  to  refer  to  some  of  the  express 
adjudications  upon  this  branch  of  the  subject. ,  When  the  action 
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wag  upon  a  promissory  note  in  the  Bupreme  court  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  the  learned  judge,  in  giving  the  opinion,  said:  "A 
ratification  of  an  infant's  contract  should  be  something  more  than 
a  mere  admission  to  a  stranger  that  such  a  contract  existed ;  there 
shofdd  be  a  promise  to  a  party  in  interest  or  his  agent,  or  at  least 
an  explicit  admission  of  an  existing  liability,  from  which  a  promr 
ise  may  be  implied."  {OoocUeU  v.Jfyeray  3  WendL  B,  482.)  In 
another  case  in  tlie  same  court,  which  was  also  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  the  learned  judge  said :  ^'  In  the  case  of  infancy 
there  must  be  a  new  promise  or  ratificatioti  of  the  contract  after 
the  defendant  has  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and,  as  in 
other  cases  of  contract,  the  minds. of  the  parties  must  meet.  A 
promise  to  a  stranger  will  not  answer.  It  must  be  to  the  plaintiff^ 
or,  what  id  the  same  thing,  to  his  attorney  or  agent."  Bigelow  v. 
OratiTiiSySi  EUPsIi.  120.)  So  also  in  a  still  later  case  in  the  same 
court,  which  was  also  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  it  waa  held 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  infant's  contract  was  not  binding,  tlie  new 
promise  made  by  the  infant  after  he  became  of  full  age  must  possess 
all  the  ingredients  of  a  complete  agreement  to  enable  the  creditor 
to  recover.  It  was  said  by  the  learned  judge,  in  giving  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  that  the  new  .promise  of  the  infant  did  not  impart  to 
the  contract  made  during  infancy  any  legal  validity  so  as  to  enable 
the  creditor  to  enforce  it;  "but  the  new  promise  creates  a  new 
contract  founded  upon  and  deriving  its  aliment  from  the  old 
demand,  upon  which  the  creditor  may  sustain  a  suit  against  the 
infant."  {Hodges^,  Hunt,  22  Barb.  B.  151.  Vide  also  Taft  v. 
Sergeant^  18  ih.  320.) 

§  48.  In  an  action  in  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  the  State  of 
JUEassachusetts^  which  was  upon  a  promissory  note  made  by  a  minor, 
it  appeared  that  after  the  maker  attained  to  the  age  of  maturity 
he  made  his  last  will,  which  was  duly  proven,  in  which  he  devised 
all  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal,  to  certain  of  his  brothers  and 
sisters,  adding  this  clau^:  ^^ after  my  jvM.dAts  shail  ie  paid^ 
which  I  direct  first  to  he  done?^  This  was  held  not  a  confirmation 
of  the  note ;  and  the  learned  judge,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  "  The  action  is  attempted  to  be  supported  solely  ou 
the  ground  that  the  will,  which  was  made  after  the  testator  attained 
to  full  age,  contains  a  direction  to  pay  his  just  debts ;  and  it  may  be 
presumed,  although  it  is  not  stated,  that  the  note  declared  on  was 
given  for  a  just  debt     The  only  case  analogous  to  this  is  in 
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chanceiy,  where,  it  appearing  by  the  will  that  the  infant  devised 
his  personal  estate  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  particularly  those 
he  had  set  his  hand  to,  it  was  decijted  that  a  bond  debt,  .contracted 
whUe  he  was  an  infant,  shoald  be  paid.  But  at  common  law  it 
Mba  been  settled,  in  a  great  variety  of  cases,  that  a  direct  proipiise 
when  of  age  is  neeessary  to  establish  a  contract  made  during 
minority,  and  that  a  mere  acknowledgment,  as  in  cases  under  the 
statute  of  limitations,  will  not  have  that  effect ;  and  it  has  further 
been  decided  that  such  promise  must  be  made  deliberately,  and 
with  a  knowledge  thai  ihe  party  is  not  liable  hy  law.  We  cannot 
consider  the  expression  in  this  will  as  amounting  tq  such  a  promise." 
{Smith  V.  Mayo,  9  Mass,  JS.  62.) 

In  a  later  case  in  the  same  court,  in  which  the  opinion  was 
delivered  by  the  same  learned  judge  as  in  the  last  case  cited,  it 
appeared  that  an  in&nt  made  his  promissory  note,  and,  when  of 
age,  being  applied  to  for  payment,  acknowledged  that  the  money 
was  due,  and  promised  that  on  his  return  to  his  home  he  would 
endeavor  to  procurid  it  and  send  it  to  the  creditor.  This  was  holden 
to  be  a  sufficient  ratification  of  the  original  promise.  The  judge 
said  that  '^  the  terms  of  ratification  need  not  be  such  as  to  import 
a  direct  promise  to  pay.  All  that  is  necessary  is  that  he  expressly 
agreed  to  ratify  his  contract,  not  by  doubtful  acts,  such  as  pay4 
ment  of  a  part  of  the  money  due  or  the  interest,  but  by  words, 
oral  <x  in  writing,  which  import  a  recognition  and  confirmation  of 
hia  promise."  {Whitney  r.Dutchjl4:  Mass.  JSA^T.)  The  disposition 
of  thia  case  was  undoubtedly  correct,  but  the  theory  of  the  judge  is 
somewhat  different  froni  the  position  taken  in  the  case  of  Hodges 
V.  Sunt^  before  referred  to.  In  that  case  the  judge  held  that  the 
action  must  be  upon  the  new  contract,  and  he  took  exception  to  the 
language  of  the  judge  in  another  similar  case,  sayiz^  that  the  judge 
^^  was  not  critically  correct  when  he  said  that  the  note  of  the  infant 
in  that  case  stood  revived  and  ratified  by  the  new  promise."  And  in 
a  late  case  in  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  said :  ^^  It  seenois  to  be  established  in  Massachusetts 
that  the  note  of  an  infant  is  voidable  only,  and  may  be  regarded  as 
a  good  foundation  for  a  new  promise  when  he  comes  of  age." 
{jR^id  V.  Batchddar,  1  Mete.  JS.  550.) 

In  another  case  in  the  same  court,  being  an  action  upon  a  prom- 
issory note  of  an  infant,  it  appeared  that  when  the  sheriff  went  to. 
serve  the  writ,  the  defendant,  then  of  age,  said,  "  that  he  owed 
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tiie  plaintiff,  but  was  unable  to  pay  hira ;  he  would  endeavor,  how- 
ever, to  get  his  brotlier  to  be  bound  with  him,"  and  this  was  held 
iiisuiiicient  to  renew  the  promise.  The  judge  said:  "A  direct 
promise  is  necessary;  a  mere  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  is 
not  sufficient.  It  must  be  voluntary ;  not  under  the  terror  of  an 
arrest,  and  with  a  knowledge  tliat  the  party  was  by  law  discharged. 
Paying  money  on  account  of  a  bill  is  not  sufficient.  The  promise 
is  not  to  be  inferred,  as  in  the  cases  under  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, but  express,  and  it  must  be  made  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action."    {Ford  v.  PhiUips,  1  Pick:  E.  202.) 

And  in  still  another  case  in  the  same  court,  the  doctrine  was 
expressly  enunciated,  that  to  sustain  an  action  against  a  person  of 
full  age,  on  a  promise  made  by  him  when  an  infant,  there  must  be. 
an  express  ratification;  as  by  saying,  "I  ratify  and  confirm,"  or, 
" I  agree  to  pay  the  debt."  {Thompson  v.  Lay^  4  Pick,  H.  48.)  'It 
was  also  declared  in  the  last  case,  that  the  promise  might  be  condi- 
tional, and  nevertheless  binding ;  but  that  if  the  evidence  of  rati- 
fication is  of  a  promise  to  pay  "  when  the  defendant  shall  be  able," 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  defendant's  ability ;  though  it  need 
not  be  proved  that  he  could  pay  without  inconvenience.  In  Ver- 
mont, it  has  been  held  that  an  infant's  contract  to  labor  is  ratified 
by  the  infant's  continuing  to  labor  under  it  one  month  after  his 
majority.    {Forsyth  v.  IlastingSy  1  WilL  [  Vt,']  P.  646.) 

§  49.  The  following  points  upon  this  subject  have  been  settled 
by  express  adjudication,  in  crises,  the  most  of  which  are  referred  to 
in  the  notes  and  references  by  E.  H.  Bennett,  Esq.,  accompany- 
ing the  text  of  Bingham's  work  on  Infancy  and  Coverture.  {Bing. 
on  Inf,  68,  note  6.)  The  words,  "  I  have  not  the  money  now,  but 
when  I  return  from  my  voyage  I  will  settle  with  you;  "  and,  "I 
owe  you,  and  wtll  pay  you  when  I  return,"  have  been  held  a  suffi- 
cient ratification.  {Martin  v.  MayOj  10  Mass.  i?.  137.)  Thes6 
words  have  also  been  held  a  confirmation  of  an  infant's  agreement, 
"  I  will  pay  it  (the  note)  as  soon  as  I  can  make  it,  but  not  tliis 
year,  I  understand  the  holder  is  about  to  sue  it,  but  she  had  better 
not."  {Bobo  V.  Haneea,  2  Bailey's  \S.  CI],  E.  114.)  Of  course, 
this  language  must  have  been  addressed  to  the  holder  of  the  note, 
or  her  agent  or  attorney,  or  it  would  not  have  been  binding. 

Wlien  a  minor  after  coming  of  age  wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  "  I  am 
sorry  to  give  you  so  much  trouble  in  calling,  but  I  am  not  prepared 
for  you,  but  will  without  neglect  remit  you  in  a  short  time : "  this 
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was  held  a  sufficient  ratification.  {Hartley  v.  Wharton^  39  Eng. 
C.  L.  JR.  276.)  So  in  another  case  in  the  English  court,  it  is  said, 
that  any  written  instrument  signed  by  the  infant,  which  in  the  case 
of  adults  would  have  amounted  to  the  adoption  of  the  act  of  the 
party  acting  as  agent,  will,  in  the  case  of  an  infant  who  has 
attained  his  majority,  amount  to  a  ratification.  {Harris  v.  WaU^  1 
TFefo.,  Hurl,  dfe  Gordan^s  H.  128.)  A  declaration  of  an  intention  to 
pay  a  note,  and  authorizing  an  agent  to  take  it  up,  has  been  held  a 
good  ratification,  although  the  agent  had  done  nothing  about  it. 
{Orvis  V.  KiinbaU,  3  iT.  H.  E,  314.) 

On  the  other  hand,  an  admission  by  an  infant,  that  he  owed  the 
debt,  and  that  the  adult  would  get  hie  pay^  but  at  the  same  time 
refiising  to  give  his  note,  was  considered  no  ratification  of  the 
original  promise.     {Hale  v.  Oerrieh^  8  If.  H.  R.  374.) 

So  a  letter  to  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  accepted  by  an 
infant,  written  after  he  becomes  of  age,  "your  brother  tells  me 
you  are  very  uneasy  about  the  £500  bill  drawn  by  Mr.  Pattinger 
on  me.  Please  make  yourself  easy  about  it,  as  I  will  take  care 
that  it  is  paid,  and  Sir  Henry  Pattinger  comes  to  England  in  June," 
was  held  by  two  judges  against  two,  not  to  be  a  sufficient  ratifica- 
tion of  the  promise.  {Ma/weon  v.  EUme^  26  Eng.  L.  cfe  Eq.  R. 
660,  561.) 

So,  likewise,  the  language,  "  I  consider  your  claim  as  worthy  my 
attention,  but  not  my  first  attention,"  adding  that  he  would  soon 
give  it  the  attention  due,  was  held  insufficient.  (  Wilcox  v.  Roathy 
12  Conn.  R.  550.)  So  also  it  was  held  by  the  same  court,  that  a 
submission  to  arbitration,  whether  the  maker  was  liable  or  not,  on 
hifi  promissory  note  made  during  infancy,  was  no  ratification  of  the 
note.  {Ben  ham  y.  Bishop^  9  Conn.  R.  330.)  So  in  England  it  has 
been  held  that  when  an  infant  subscribed  to  the  capital  stock  of  an 
incorporated  company,  the  retention  of  the  shares  after  majority 
would  render  him  liable  for  calls.  {Cork  v.  Cazenove,  59  Eng.  C. 
Z.  ^.934.) 

And  in  tliis  country,  whem  an  infant  maker  of  a  promissory  note, 
after  he  became  of  age,  said  to  the  payee  that  he  had  a  good  crop 
of  com,  and  if  he  would  take  corn  on  the  note,  he  would  deliver  it 
to  him  as  soon  as  it  was  threshed,  the  price  per  bushel  being  fixed, 
but  nothing  said  as  to  the  quantity,  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  suf- 
ficient affirmance  of  the  note.  {Stokes  v.  Brown^  4  Cha/ad.  [  TFtV.] 
i?.  39.) 
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In  another  case,  an  infant  after  full  age  admitted  the  justice 
of  the  note  given  during  his  infancy,  and  ^ave  the  payee  a  watch 
in  part  payment,  this  was  held  a  confirmation  of  the  note.  (JJUUs 
r.  Duncauj  9  Hich.  [S.  C]  Lorn  R.  65.) 

And  it  has  been  held  by  the  New  York  court  of  appeals,  that 
when  a  minor  submitted  a  claim  to  arbitration,  and  on  an  award 
being  made  in  his  favor  and  paid  to  his  guardian,  he  received 
the  money  aft^r  he  attained  his  full  age,  the  receiving  of  the 
money  was  an  affirmance  of  the  submission  and  barred  the  claim. 
{Jones  V.  PJumix  Bank^  S  N.  T.  H.  228.) 

A  promise  by  a  minor  to  pay  mgney,  borrowed  on  joint  account 
with  another  person  may  be  ratified  by  the  minor  after  coming  of 
age,  like  other  Toidable  promises.  {Kenedy  v.  Doyle^  10  Attends 
B.  161.) . 

§  50.  Bingham  states,  upon  authority,  that  a  promise  after  age 
will  ratify  a  bare  security  for  a  third  person,  given  by  the  infant. 
{Bing.  on  Inf.  69.)  In  such  case,  however,  the  English  courts 
have  held  that  if  the  original  transaction  was  not  perfectly  fair, 
and  the  party  was  entrapped  into  a  ratification,  immediately  on 
coming  of  age,  equity  will  give  relief.  {Brock  v.  Ocdbyy  2  Atk, 
i?.  34.) 

It  has  been  held  in  the  American  courts  that,  in  these  cases  of 
infant's  security  for  third  persons,  there  must  be  a  distinct  adt 
of  confirmation.  {Owrim  v.  Patten^  11  Serg,  dk  RoadI^b  R.  309. 
Hmdy  v.  Margaritz^  3  Barr^s  R.  428.)  And  it  has  been  held  in 
Connecticut,  Virginia  and  Tennessee,  that  such  contracts  of  infants 
are  absolutely  void,  and  therefore  not  susceptible  of  ratification.- 
{Maples  V.  Wigktnnan^  4  Conn,  R.  376.  Allen  y.  Minor ^  2  CdWs 
[  Fa.]  R.  70.  Wheaton  v.  East,  6  Verger's  [Tenn.'],  R.  41,  61.) 
The  better  opinion,  however,  as  extracted  from  later  authorities,  is, 
that  these  contracts  of  infants  are  not  absolutely  void,  but  may 
be  ratified  after  the  infant  attains  to  the  age  of  majority.  (1  Par- 
sons on  Contracts^  244.) 

§  51.  It  has  been  held  in  the  English  courts,  where  an  infant 
desired  that  lands  subject  to  a  trust  for  paynaent  of  younger  child- 
ren's portions,  might  not  be  sold,  and  offered,  by  his  answer  in 
chancery,  to  settle  other  lands  for  raising  the  portions;  that  he 
should  be  bound  by  the  offer  made  by  him  in  his  answer,  if  the 
other  side  were  theileby  delayed,  and  if  the  infant  did  not,  imme- 
diately after  his  coming  of  age,  apply  to  the  court  in  order  to 
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retract  his  offer,  and  amend  his  answer.  {Cecil  v.  SaJstrnty^  2 
Temon^s  Ch.  B,  224.)  This  was  a  very  reasonable  rule  in  a 
given  case,  and  in  a  similar  case  in  this  country  the  court  would 
probably  make  a  similar  ruling.  Certainly,  the  authority  would  be 
recognized  here,  as  the  adjudication  of  a  very  distinguished  court. 
The  acts  of  an  infant  which  are  only  voidable  Bvb  tnodo^  as  fines, 
common  recoveries  and  recognizances,  to  which  reference  is  made 
in  a  previous  chapter,  will  be  considered  as  confiimed,  if  not 
.avoided,  in  the  time  and  manner  prescribed  by  law.  {Vide 
ante,  §  25.) 

In  one  case  in  England  it  was  held  that  if  an  infant  deliver  a 
deed  wiUiia  age,  and  after  age  deliver  it  again,  this  second  delivery 
is  void,  for  the  reason  that  the  deed,  taking  effect  as  to  some  intents 
from  the  first  delivery,  cannot  be  allowed  to  take  any  from  the 
second,  and  so  have  a  double  operation.  {Butler  dk  BaJcer^e  case, 
3  Cokeys  B.  35  h.)  It  is  suggested,  however,  that  the  reason  assigned 
for  the  position  of  the  court  in  this  case  is  little  less  than  a  fiction, 
and  prdbcMy  the  second  delivery  of  the  deed,  if  made  deliberately 
and  understandingly,  would  now  be  regarded  as  a  confirmation  of 
the  conveyance. 

In  a  recent  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  !N'ew  York, 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  a  mortgage  of  real  estate  by  an  infant, 
and  an  acknowledgment  and  redelivery  of  the  same  after  the  infant 
became  of  age,  was  held  a  ratification  of  the  instrument,  and  that 
the  subsequent  acknowledgment  related  back  in  its  .effect  to  the 
original  delivery,  and  affected  all  intermediate  sales,  except  for  a 
new  and  valuable  consideration.  {PcJ/mer  v.  Miller^  25  Barb, 
B.  399.) 

§  52.  In  one  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Connecticut, 
Ae  subject  of  the  confirmation  of  the  acts  of  infants  was  very 
folly  discussed  and  considered,  and  it  was  held  that  there  were 
three  modes  of  affirming  the  voidable  contracts  of  infants  when 
they  arrived  at  full  age :  first,  by  express  ratification ;  second,  by 
acts  which  reasonably  imply  an  affirmance ;  third,  by  the  omission 
to  disaffirm  within  a  reasonable  time.  (2  Kenffs  Com.  289,  note 
a.    Kline  v.  Beebe,  6  Conn.  B.  494.) 

And  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Maine  the  question  of 
the  affirmance  of  contracts  by  infants  has  been  thoroughly  exam- 
ined, and  Shepley,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
classified  the  subject-matter  of  the  infant's  contract  as  follows : 
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"  1.  When  lie  has  made  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  dnring  his 
infancy,  and  would  affirm  or  disaffirm  after  he  becomes  of  age.  In 
such  case  the  mere  acquiescence  for  years  to  disaffirm  it  affords  no 
proof  of  ratification.  There  mnst  be  some  positive  and  clear  act 
performed  for  fliat  purpose.  The  reason  is  that  by  his  silent 
acquiescence  he  occasions  no  injury  to  other  persons,  and  secures 
no  benefits  or  new  rights  to  himself.  There  is  nothing  to  urge 
hiin  as  a  duty  toward  others  to  act  speedily.  Language,  appro- 
priate in  other  cases,  requiring  him  to  act  witJiin  a  reasonable  time, 
would  become  inappropriate  here.  He  may,  therefore,  after  year€ 
of  acquiescence,  by  an  entry  or  by  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  to 
another  person,  disaffirm  and  avoid  the  conveyance  made  during 
his  infancy. 

"  2.  When,  dnring  infancy,  he  has  purchased  real  estate  or  has 
taken  a  lease  of  it  subject  to  the  payment  of  a  rent,  or  has  granted 
a  lease  of  it  upon  payment  of  rent.  In  such  cases  it  is  obvious, 
when  he  becomes  of  age,  that  he  is  under  a  necessity,  or  that 
common  justice  imposes  it  upon  him  as  a  duty^  to  make  his  election 
within  a  reasonable  time.  He  cannot  enjoy  the  estate  after  he 
becomes  of  age'for  years  and  then  disaffirm  the  purchase  and  refuse 
to  pay  for  it,  or  claim  the  consideration  paid,  or  thus  enjoy  the 
leased  estate  and  then  avoid  payment  of  the  stipulated  rent,  or 
•receive  rent  on  the  lease  granted  and  then  disaffirm  the  lease. 
When  he  will  receive  a  benefit  by  silent  acquiescence  he  must  make 
his  election  withm  a  reasonable' time  after  he  arrives  at  full  age,  or 
the  benefit  so  received  will  be  satisfactory  proof  of  a  ratification. 
In  the  case  of  Benham  v.  Bishop^  9  Conn.  li,  330,  it  appeared 
that  the  defendant  and  his  mother  and  sisters  were  in  possession 
and  owned  land  in  common,  and  that  defendant,  while  an  infant, 
made  his  note  to  another  sister  for  a  conveyance  to  him  of  her 
undivided  share  of  the  same  estate,  and  that  they  continued  to 
occupy  the  land  in  the  same  manner  several  years  after  he  became 
of  age ;  and  it  was  decided  not  to  amount  to  a  ratification  of  the 
note.  This  case  can  only  be  regarded  as  correctly  decided  by 
considering  the  defendant  as  having  occupied  only  by  virtue  of  his 
own  previous  title  as  a  tenant  in  common. 

"  3.  When  he  has,  during  infancy,  sold  and  delivered  personal 
property.  When  the  contract  was  executed  by  his*  receiving 
payment,  it  is  obvious  that  he  can  receive  no  benefit  by  acqui- 
escence ;  and  it  alone  does  not  confirm  the  contract.    When  the 
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contract  remains  unexecuted,  and  he  holds  a  bill  or  note  taken  in 
payment  for  the  property,  if  he  should  collect  or  receive  the  money 
due  upon  it,  or  any  part  of  it,  that  would  affirm  the  contract. 
Should  he  disaffirm  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  property,  the  bill 
or  note  would  become  valid.  He  cannot  disaffirm  it  until  after  he 
becomes  of  age ;  and  if  he  then  does  it,  there  are  cases  which  assert, 
when  the  contract  has  become  executed,  that  he  must  restore  the 
consideration  received. 

"4.  When  he  has  purchased  and  received  personal  property 
during  infancy.  When  the  contract  has  been  executed  by  a 
payment  of  the  price,  if  he  would  disaffirm  it  he  should  restore  the 
property  received.  When  tlie  contract  remains  unexecuted,  the 
purchase  having  been  made  upon  credit,  he  may  avoid  the  contract 
by  plea  during  infancy  or  after  he  becomes  of  age,  before  he  has 
affirmed  it.  It  has  been  asserted  in  such  case  that  he  should  be 
held  to  refund  the  consideration  received  for  the  contract  avoided. 
(Heeve^a  Dom.  Rd.  243.)  -  He  admits,  however,  that  the  current  of 
English  authorities  is  otherwise.  If  he  had  received  property 
during  infancy,  and  had  spent,  consumed,  wasted  or  destroyed  it, 
to  require  him  to  restore  it,  or  the  value  of  it,  upon  avoiding  the 
contract,  would  be  to  deprive  him  of  the  very  protection  which  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  afford  him.  T  liero  might  be  more 
ground  to  contend  for  the  right  to  reclaim  specific  articles  remain- 
ing in  his  hands  unchanged  at  the  time  of  the  avoidance  of  the 
contract.  When  he  continues  to  retain  the  specific  property,  or  any 
part  of  it,  aft;er  he  becomes  of  full  age,  it  becomes  his  duty  within  a 
reasonable  time  to  make  his  election.  If  such  were  not  the  rule  he 
might  continue  to  use  for  years  a  valuable  machine  until  nearly 
worn  out,  and  thus  derive  benefit  from  it,  and  yet  avoid  the  contract 
and  refuse  to  pay  for  it.  And  when  after  a  reasonable  time  he 
continues  to  enjoy  the  use  of  the  property  and  then  sells  it,  or  any 
part  of  it,  and  receives  the  money  for  it,  he  must  be  considered  as 
having  elected  to  affirm  the  contract ;  and  he  cannot  afterward 
avoid  payment  of  the  consideration.  This,  as  before  shown,  is  the 
well-fiettled  rule  in  relation  to  real  estate  purchased  or  leased,  and 
the  principles  applied  in  those  decisions  appear  to  be  equally  appli- 
cable here."    {Boody  v.  MoKinney^  23  Maine  R.  517.) 

Judge  Shepley  fortifies  his  opinion  by  authorities  both  English 
and  American,  the  most  of  which  are  referred  to  in  other  places  in 
this  chapter,  and  are  therefore  not  repeated  here. 
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It  has  been  frequenrtly  decided  that  actd  of  confirnmtion  by  an 
infant  are  required  to  be  made  with  a  knowledge  that  he  is  not  liable 
on  the  contract,  and  this  doctrine  seems  to  be  recognized  by  all  the 
elementary  writers  npon  the  subject.  (  Vide  Sindy  v.  Margariiz^  8 
Barr^a  R,  428.  NotHb  v.  Vance^  3  Rich.  R.  184.  Smit/h  v.  Mayo^ 
9  Mass.  R,  64.  Story  on  Con.  §  69.  1  Parsons^  MercatUHe  ZaiVy  5.) 
If  it  would  not  be  regarded  effrontery,  however,  in  tlie  face  of  such 
a  current  of  authority,  it  might  be  questioned  why  ignorance  of  the 
law  should  avail  an  adttU  any  more  in  this  than  in  other  cases. 
Here  it  must  be  remembered  tliat  the  act  of  affirmance  occurs 
after  the  infant  has  attained  to  adult  age ;  and  the  general  rule  is 
well  understood  to  be  that  no'  act  can  be  avoided  merely  because  it 
was  entered  into  through  ignorance  of  the  law. 

§  53.  In  England  an  act  has  been  passed,  known  as  Lord  Tenter- 
den's  act,  declaring  that  no  action  shall  be  maintuned  whereby  to 
charge  any  person  npon  any  promise,  made  after  full  age,  to  pay 
any  debt  contracted  during  infancy,  or  upon  any  ratification,  after 
full  age,  of  any  promise  or  simple  contract  made  during  infancy, 
unless  such  promise  or  ratification  shall  be  in  writing,  to  be  signed 
by  the  party  to  be  charged  thereby.    (9  Geo.  IV,  ch.  14,  §  5.) 

They  have  a  statute  similar  to  the  English  statute  in  Maine,  and 
in  some  other  States ;  and  when  this  is  the  fact  the  ratification  in 
every  case  must  be  by  a  written  instrument  signed  by  the  infant 
after  he  has  attained  his  majority ;  and  any  paper  which  in  the 
case  of  adults  would  amount  to  the  adoption  of  the  act  of  a  party 
acting  as  agent  would  seem  to  be  sufficient.  ( Vide  HartLey  v. 
Wharton,  11  Adol.  <&  hUiis  R.  934.  Ilarris  v.  TToS,  1  EdcK.  R. 
122.    Maw907h  V.  JBlane,  10  ih.  206.) 

§  54.  According  to  authority,  it  would  be  difficult  for  an  infant 
to  do  anything  to  estcp  him  from  avoiding  his  voidable  contracts, 
on  coming  of  age.  Indeed  it  is  held  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
is  inapplicable  to  infants.  {Browri  v.  McOune,  6  Sand.  \S.  CI]  R, 
228.)  Where  the  defendant  even  fraudulently  represented  himself 
as  being  of  full  age,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  infancy  as  a  defense  to  a  contract  entered  into  under  sucli 
fraudulent  representation,  {Merriam  v.  CkmningJiam,  11  Cush.  R, 
40.  BwrUy  v.  RtisseU,  10  iT.  JI.  R.  184.)  But  an  opposite  doo 
trine  has  been  held  in  Texas.  {Kilgore  v.  Jordan,  17  Texa%  R.  841.) 
But  after  he  has  become  of  age,  he  may  take  a  course  which  will 
ostop  him  from  denying  that  his  acts  have  been  confirmed. 
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%&  been  held  that  if  an  infojut  snfEers  anotiier  to  purchase  his 
tty  without  informing  euch  person  of  hid  ownership,  he  can- 
cover  tlie  property  of  the  pureliaser.     (2  KenCs  Can,  253, 
^cUing  Hall  v.  SimTrums^  2  Rich.  Eq.  JR.  120.     But  vide 
t  v.Tf  at/,  2  Rich.  Law  R.  148.)    So,  again,  a  testamentary 
an  by  an  infant  devisee  has  no  right  to  purcnaso  the  real 
c{  the  testator  at  a  sale  under  a  surrogate's  order ;  but  if 
sale  be  made,  and  was  benefieial  to  the  ward,  and  ho  was 
t,  and,  instead  of  repudiating  it,  suiiered  eighteen  years  to 
after  he  became  of  ago  without  impeaching  the  conveyance, 
Mtg  which  time'  the  title  liad  passed  into  the  hands  of  innocent 
yarties,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  objection^  and  to 
Iiave  aifirroed  the  sale.    {Bostwick  v.  Atkins,  3  i\r.  Y.  R,  53.)    A 
Biniple  delay,  however,  of  fourteen  years  to  repudiate:  tlie  convey- 
ance of  an  infant,  after  coming  of  age,  is  not  an  :  affirmance* 
(  Urban  v.  Grimes,  2  CharU^s  Cases  \^Penn.']  96.) 

Bat  it  has  been  held,  in  the  English  court  of  chancery,  that 
where  the  plaintiff  acquiesced  for  three  years  after  he  attained  his 
majority,  in  the  sale  of  his  lands  by  his  attorney  while  he  was  a 
minor,  it  was  too  late  to. file  a  bill  praying  that.  tl)e  sale  might  be 
declared  void.  {Salmon  v.  CuUs,  5  Eng.  Z.  cfe  Eq.  R.  93.)  And 
farther,  that  when  it  is  sought  to  avoid  a  contract  oh  the  ground 
of  infancy,  the  plea  must  show  that  there  was  a  disaffirmance,  and 
that  this  was  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  defendant's 
majority.  {Dublin,  etc.,  Railway  Cknnpany  v.  Black,  16  Eng.  L. 
<t  Eq.  R.  556.) 

Accepting  the  money  arising  from  an  irregular  sale,  by  the 
infant,  of  her  land,  and  sayitig  she  is  satisfied  with  the  sale  after 
Bhe  becomes  of  age,  will  not  estop  her  from  denying  the  validity 
of  the  sale.  {Addey  v.  Dygert,  33  Barb.  R.  166.  Bui  vide. 
Morris  v.  Stewart,  14  Ind.  R.  884.) 

An  infant  of  the  years  of  discretion,  standing  by  and  seeing 
his  property  mortgaged,  saying  nothing,  cannot  afterward  claim 
the  property  as  his.    {lewi/n  v.  MeriU,  Dud.  [Geo.']  R.  ^2.) 

It  is  understood  that  an  infant  may  remain  quiescent  after  he 
has  arrived  to  the  age  of  maturity,  in  case  of  a  conveyance  of  land, 
and  still  avoid  the  sale  at  any  time  before  the  statute  has  barred 
an  entry.  There  may,  however,  be  an  acquiescence  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  amount  to  an  equitable  estoppel  npon  the  vendor. 
For  example,  it  has  been  held,  where  an  infant  sold  land,  and,  after 

13 
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coming  of  age,  saw  the  purchaser  making  large  expenditures  in 
valuable  improvements,  and  said  nothing  in  disaffirmance  for  four 
yearly  that  "  the  circumstances  were  such  as  not  to  excuse  this  long 
silence ; "  and  there  being  evidence  that  on  several  occasions  the 
vendor  had  said,  after  age,  that  he  had  sold  the  land  and  been  paid 
for  it  and  was  satisfied,  and  had  authorized  a  proposition  to  be 
made  for  the  purchase  of  the  land,  it  was  held  that  the  sale  was 
confirmed.  (1  Am.  Lead.  Cos.  114,  citing  WAeaton  v.  JHuty  5 
Yerger's  [Tenn]  li.  41,  62.) 

§  55.  As  to  what  acts,  after  attaining  full  age,  will  amount  to  a 
ratification  of  the  contract  of  an  infant,  has  been  elaborately  dis- 
cussed in  a  late  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  All  that  seems,  however,  to  have  been  settled  by  the  case 
is,  that  when  an  infant  has  purchased  real  estate,  and  has  laken 
and  continued  in  possession  after  becoming  of  full  age,  and  has  exer- 
cised acts  of  ownership  over  the  same,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have 
ratified  the  contract  of  purchase.  And  further,  that  an  infant 
cannot  retain  the  benefits  of  his  contract,  and  thus  affirm  it,  after 
becoming  of  age,  and  yet  plead  infancy  to  avoid  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-money.  {Henry  y.  Root^  33  N.  Y.  R.  526.)  No  new 
principle  is  settled  in  this  case,  and  it  is  only  important  because 
of  the  high  authority  of  the  court  that  adjudicated  it,  and  the 
exhaustive  discussion  of  the  question  by  one  of  the  learned  judges. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Davies,  J.,  who  delivered  the 
leading  opinion  of  the  court,  took  the  broad  ground,  that  the  con- 
tracts of  an  infant,  which  are  declared  to  be  only  suspended  during 
his  minority,  may  be  revived  and  ratified  by  him  on  arriving  at 
age,'  upon  the  same  principles,  and  for  the  same  reasons,  and  by 
the  same  means,  as  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
may  be  revived  and  restored  to  its  pristine  vigor  and  efficacy; 
and  the  opinion  is  advanced  that  the  curi'ent  and  generally  received 
rule  to  the  contrary  originated  mainly  from  the  notion  of  the 
English  judges  that  it  was  their  peculiar  duty  to  protect  infants 
from  their  own  acts  of  imprudence  and  folly ;  and  that,  their  con- 
tracts being  wholly  void,  something  must  be  done  equivalent  to  a 
new  contract  after  coming  of  age,  to  make  that  legal  and  efiective 
which  before  had  no  force  or  existence.  Now,  a  bare  acknowledg- 
ment is  sufficient  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
for  the  reason  that  the  debt  continues  from  the  time  it  was  con 
tracted.    A  new  promise  njerely  rebuts  the  presumption  of  pay- 
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meut  of  the  debt  created  by  the  statute,  and  the  plaintiff 
recov^ers  not  on  the  ground  of  any  new  right  of  action,  but  that 
the  Btatnte  does  not  apply  to  bar  the  <ild  one.  But  in  case  of 
infants,  the  well  settled  doctrine  is,  that  their  contracts  are  more 
analogous  to  the  debts  of  a  bankrupt,  which  have  been  discharged 
ami  canceled  by  *the  bankrupt  or  insolvent  dischaige,  and  that, 
to  make  binding  their  contracts  after  they  have  attained  their 
majority,  acts  must  be  done  of  an  equal  character  or  degree,  as  in 
case  of  a  bankrupt.  In  the  case  of  an  infant,  it  is  held  with 
respect  to  his  contract,  that  there  never  was  any  legal  right  capa- 
ble of  being  enforced,  and  that  the  promise  of  the  infant,  after  he 
becomes  of  age,  to  take  upon  himself  a  new  Uability,  proceeds  only 
upon  a  moral  obligation  existing  before.  Accordingly,  it  now 
stands  adjudged,  that  the  contract  of  an  infant  can  be  ratified  only 
by  an  express  promise,  or  what  is  equivalent  to  an  express  promise, 
made  after  the  infant  arrives  at  full  age.  And,  notwithstanding 
the  learned  and  elaborate  argument  in  the  case  referred  to,  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  court  interfered  with  this  universally  received 
rule.  The  standards,  therefore,  which  have  been  hereinbefore 
stated  and  laid  down,  may  be  r^arded  as  binding  and  safe,  nntil 
they  shall  be  expressly  overruled. 


CHAPTER   VIL 

OF  THE  CONTRACTS  OF  INFANTS  FOB  NFX^ESSARIKS — WHEN  AND  HOW  AN 
INFANT  MAY  BIND  UIMSELF  FOR  NECESSARIES — WHEN  HE  MAY  BIND 
OTHERS  FOR  NECESSARIES — WHAT  ARE  AND  WHAT  ARE  NOT  NECES- 
SARIES— HOW  THE  QUESTION  OF  NECESSARIES  IS  TO  BE  TRIED— /THE 
BURDEN  OF   PROOF. 

§  56.  It  is  clearly  agreed  by  all  the  books  and  the  authorities, 
that  the  contract  of  an  infant  for  necessaries  is  neither  void  nor 
voidable.  It  is  permitted,  says  Professor  Parsons,  for  his  own 
sake,  that  he  may  make  a  valid  contract  for  these  things;  or  other- 
wise, whatever  his  need,  lie  might  not  be  able  to  obtain  food, 
shelter,  or  raiment.  And  the  principles  which  govern  this  i;nle 
show  plainly  that  it  is  intended  only  for  his  benefit,  and  is  regarded 
and  treated  as  an  exception  to  a  general  rule.  (1  Parsons  an  Con. 
2i4, 245,  Sd  ed.) 
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This  question  of  necessaries  as  applied  to  infanta  involves  several 
interesting  principles,  and  therefore  demands  a  close  and  somewhat 
extended  examiDation. 

.  §57.  Matthew  Bacon  lays  it  down  that  infants  are  absolntelj 
bound  b^  their  contracts  for  necessaries  in  benignity  to  them* 
selves,  "  for  if.  they  were  not  allowed  to  bind  themselves  for  neces- 
saries, no  person  would  trust  them,  in  which  case  they  would  be  in 
worse  circnmstanees  than  persons  of  full  age."    {B<ic.  Air.  If\f.  L 1 ») 

.  Another  writer  says  that  the  obligation  of  infants  to  pay  for 
necessaries  is  said  to  arise,  not  so  much  by  virtue  of  any  contract 
to  do  so,  Bfi  on  the  ground  of  an  implied  legal  liability,  based  on 
the  necessity  of  their  situation.  This  seems  to'  be  more  in  conso* 
nance  with  the  theory  upon  which  the  acts  of  infants  are  usually 
treated.  Precisely  in  the  same  manner  as  are  idiots  and  lunatics, 
who  are  absolutely  incompetent  to  make  any  qontracts,  yet,  in  both 
cases,  it  being  necessary  for  the  party  to  live,  the  law  allows  to  any 
coie  supplying  them  a  reasonable  compensation.  The  infant's 
necessity,  therefore,  being  the  ground  of  his  liability,  it  follows 
that,  when  no  such  necessity  ezists,all  responsibility  fails.  {Bing. 
on  Inf.  87,  note  1.)  It  must  appear  in  all  cases  that  the  things 
furnished  were  actually  necessary,  of  reasonable  prices  and  suitable 
to  the  infant's  degree  and  estate,  considerations  which  regularly 
must  be  left  to  the  jury.  {Ive  v.  Chester^  Cro.  Jac,  560.)  But  if 
the  jury  find  that  the  things  were  necessaries  and  of  reasonable 
price,  it  will  be  presumed  they  had  evidence  of  what  they  thus 
find ;  and  they  need  not  find  particularly  what  the  necessaries  were 
nor  the  price  of  each.  Also,  if  the  plaintiff  declares  for  other 
things  as  well  as  necessaries,  or  alleges  too  high  a  price  for  those 
that  are  necessary,  the  jury  may  consider  of  those  things  that  were 
really  necessaries  and  of  their  intrinsic  value,  proportioning  the 
damages  accordingly.  {PophamUs  R.  151.  Palmer^ s  R.  361.  1 
Leonard's  R.  114.  Goldshorough'e  R.  68.  OodboWs  R,  219.)  Of 
course,  in  these  cases  of  necessaries,  the  infant  may  be  sued  and 
charged  in  execution,  and  he  is  not  permitted  to  plead  his  infancy 
in  defense,  whether  he  is  under  or  above  full  age  at  the  time  the 
action  is  commenced. 

§  58.  The  question  of  necessaries  is  governed  by  the  real  circum- 
stances of  the  Infant,  and  not  by  what  his  situation  may  appear  to  be. 
An  infant  when  at  home  under  the  care  of  his  father,  and  supported 
ly  him^  cannot  be  made  liable  for  necessaries.    If  he  could  be 
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-made  liable,  the  father  would  be  deprived  of  the  right  of  oxer* 
cifiinghis  discretion  as  to  the  manner  and  degree  of  his  support. 
{BcMbridge  v.  Pickering^  2  W.  Black  H.  1325.  AngettY.  McLeUdnj 
16  Mass.  M.  31.  Elwood  v.  Myera^  2  Hendff  [Temt,']  It.  83..  SuU 
V.  Cannoly,  3  McCorcPa  [8.  C]  L.  R.Q.) 

By  the  common  law,  parents  are  bound  to  maintain  .their 
children  during  minority,  and  the  same  obligation  is  recognized  by 
the  ciFil  law ;  but  if  the  authority  of  the  parent  is  abjured,  without 
any  necessity  occasioned  by  the  parent,  all  obligation  to  provide  for 
the  infant  is  at  an  end,  and  the  infant  himself  is  chargeable  for  neces*- 
aaries  furnished  for  his  support.  It  is  said  that  this  doctrine  is 
vindicated  by  an  attention  to  the  consequences  which  would  follow 
if  a  different  principle  were  to  obtain.  Could  a  refractory  or  vici<>as 
8on  leave  his  father's  house  without  being  exposed  to  want,  carrying 
with  him  a  credit  on  his  father  wherever  he  might  wander,  the  motive 
for  submitting  to  authority  might  be  materially  impaired,  and  a  great 
diminution  of  parental  influence  might  ensue.  One  of  the  greatest 
restraints  upon  the  bad  passions  and  vicious  propensities  would  be 
removed,  if  young  persons  should  feel  that  they  could  flee  their 
parent's  presence  without  suffering  in  any  of  the  essentials  of  life^ 
{AngM  v.  McLellan,  atipra,)  This  doctrine  is  alsa  enunciated  or 
plainly  implied  in  a  large  number  of  cases,  both  English  and  Ameri- 
can. (  Vide  Jonea  v.  Cohin^  1  McMuUen^a  [S,  (7.]  E.  14.  Sjmih  v. 
Young^  2  Z>cy.  cfe  Bat.  \N.  (7.]  R.  26.  Echoards  v.  Uyggins^  2 
McCkn^s  Ch.  [iX  <7.]  R.  16.  Guthrie  v.  Murphy,  4  Watta'  [Pemi.'] 
R.80.  Cooky.  Deaton,14:Eng.C.Z.R.232.  Story  Y.Perry,  19  ib, 
508.  Mortara  v.  Hall,  6  Sim.  R.  465.)  Every  person,  therefore^  who 
deals  with  an  infant,  is  bound,  at  his  peril,  to  inquire  and  ascertain  the 
real  circumstances  of  the  infant,  and  whether  he  is  in  a  situation  to 
bind  himself  by  a  contract  for  necessaries.  {Klme  v.  L^Amorecbux, 
2  Paige's  R.  419.  Perrin  v.  WiUon,  10  Miss.  -ff.  451.  .  Story  v. 
Perry,  19  Eng.C.  L.  R.  50g.)  And  many  years  ago,  Lord  !^!enyon 
decided  that  an  iniant  was  not  bound  for  his  clothing,  when  it  was. 
proved  that  his  father  furnished  him  with  all  that  was  actually  neces- 
sary. He  says :  "  Whether  he  was  living  with  his  father  pr  not,  the 
person  who  dealt  with  him  was  bound  to  inquire  and  know,  who  he 
was."  {Ford  v.  Foth&rgiU,  1  Peake'%  N.  P.  ^0.  Tide  <dso 
Cook  V.  Deaton,  supra.)  The  infant,  however,  may  by  his  speech 
aiid  conduct  give  such  appearance  as  to  render  any  inquiry  unnec- 
essary; and  it  has  been  further  held,  that  an  inquiry  is  not  a 
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condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  recovery  for  the  articles 
fnmished.  {DaUon  v.  Oiby  35  £nff,  C,  Z.  H.  49.  Brayehaw  v. 
Eaton,  7  ScoU'a  R.  183.) 

§  59.  If  the  minor  be  placed  at  school  by  the  parent,  or  away  to 
board,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  credit  w£is  given  to  the  parent 
alone,  and  ordinarily  in  such  cases  the  infant  cannot  bind  himself 
to  pay  for  necessaries  actually  furnished.  In  like  manner,  if  the 
infant  has  already  supplied  himself  elsewhere,  he  is  not  bound  to 
pay  for  similar  articles  subsequently  purchased,  although  they  were 
per  se  suitable,  and  although  he  may  have  avoided  payment  for 
those  previously  procured.  But  if  the  infdnt  is  living  separate 
from  his  parents  or  guardian,  he  ^ay  bind  himself  for  necessaries, 
even  though  he  had  abundant  ready  money  and  it  was  not  at  all 
necessary  that  he  have  credit.  In  like  manner,  if  the  infant,  with  his 
parent's  or  guardian's  consent,  is  carrying  on  a  certain  business  as 
a  means  of  support,  he  may  bind  himself  to  pay  for  ai-ticlcs 
suitable  and  necessary  for  that  business. 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  all  contracts 
for  money  lent  or  advanced  .to  or  for  the  use  of  any  student  under 
age,  at  the  Virginia  Military  School,  or  in  any  incorporated  college 
of  the  State,  or  for  anything  sold  or  let  to  hire  on  credit  to  such 
student  without  the  previous  permission  in  writing  of  the  parent 
or  guardian  of  such  student,  shall  be  absolutely  void.  {Code  of 
1849,  ch.  143,  §  1.)  This  provision,  however,  does  not  apply  to  a 
person  so  selling  or  letting  in  expectation  of  immediate  payment, 
if  he  shall,  within  ten  days,  give  notice  in  writing,  of  the  date, 
nature  and  amount  of  the  sale  or  letting,  to  the  president  or  other 
head  of  the  institution.    (/5.) 

In  all  cases  the  credit  must  be  originally  given  to  the  infant,  for 
otherwise  he  will  never  be  liable,  although  the  articles  were  actually 
necessary.  {Bing.  oil  Inf,  86,  note  1.  Vamey  v.  Young^  11  VL 
li.  258.  Simme  v.  Norrie,  5  Ala.  R,  42«  Dwiscombe  v.  Tickridge, 
Aleyn,  94.  Smith  v.  Toung^  2  Dev.  <&  Bat  R.  26.  Maddox  v. 
Miller,  1  Matde  dk  Sdw,  R.  738.  BurgJiart  v.  Augudein,  25  Eng,  (7. 
Z.  R.  641.  Burghart  v.  HuU,  4  Mees,  <b  Wda.  727.  Wailing  v. 
Toll,  9  Johns.  R.  131.  Rivers  v.  Oregg,  5  Rich.  Eq.  R.  274. 
Rundd  V.  Eeder,  7  Watts^  [Penn.]  R.  237.  Nicholson  v.  WUhorn, 
18  Geo.  R.  467.) 

§  60.  As  to  the  manner  in  which  an  infant  may  bind  himself  for 
necessaries,  the  authorities  do  not  in  all  respects  agree.    It  would 
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seem,  however,  to  be  settled  that  he  cannot  bind  himself  under 
seal,  or  by  parol,  to  pay  any  certain  sum  for  necessaries,  nor  by  any 
form  of  contract  which  on  legal  principles  excludes  an  inquiry  into 
the  consideration ;  and  should  an  infant  promise  to  give  an  unrea- 
sonable price  for  necessaries,  he  would  not  be  bound  by  the 
promise.  It  may  therefore  be  said,  that  the  contract  of  an  infant 
for  necessaries,  quatenus  a  contract,  does  not  bind  him  any  more 
than  his  bond  would ;  but  only  as  an  infant  must  live,  as  well  as  an 
adult,  the  law  gives  a  reasonable  price  to  those  who  furnish  him 
with  necessaries.  {Ba^.  Air.  Iivf.-L  1,  page  134.)  By  the  current 
of  authorities  howevev,  it  seems  that  an  infant  may  enter  into  a 
single  bill  for  the  payment  of  necessaries,  and  that  an  action  of 
debt  will  lie  on  such  obligation.  (/&.)  So  an  infant  may  bind 
himself  in  an  assumpsit  for  payment  of  necessaries^  and  an  action 
on  the  case  lies  against  him  upon  the  promise  for  this,  but  in  the 
nature  of  an  action  of  debt.  It  also  seems  clear,  that  if  an  infant 
becomes  indebted  for  necessaries,  and  the  party  takes  a  bond  from 
the  infant,  that  this  will  not  drown  the  single  contract,  because 
the  bond  has  no  force.  But  it  is  agreed  that  an  inmnul  corrymtassit 
will  not  lie  against  an  infant,  though  it  be  for  necessaries ;  for  he, 
not  having  discretion,  is  not  to  be  liable  to  false  accounts.  (/&.  cmd 
eases  cited.) 

§  61.  It  would  seem  that  the  promissory  note  given  by  an  infant 
for  necessaries  has  no  obligatory  force  as  such.  {BtUer  v.  Yatingy 
1  Bibb's  R.  519.  McCriUia  v.  Howe,  3  i\r.  K  R.  348.  McMinn  v. 
Richmond,  6  Yerger^s  [Tenn,]  R.  9.  Burchdl  v.  Clary,  3  Bre- 
vard^ e  R.  194.  Swasey  v.  Vamderheyden,  10  Johns.  R.  33.  Fenton 
V.  WhiU,  1  Southard* s  [N. «/.]  R.  100.  IlamJcs  v.  Deal,  3  McCorWs 
\S.  C]  R.  227.  20  Am.  Jur.  285.)  It  has,  however,  been  held 
that  if  the  note  is  not  negotiable,  or  if  negotiable  not  yet  nego- 
tiated, so  that  the  consideration  may  be  examined  into,  the  payee 
may  sue  the  infant  on  the  instrument  and  recover  the  just  value  of 
the  necessaries,  whether  equal  to  or  less  than  the  face  of  the  note. 
[£arle  v.  Reed,  10  Mete.  R.  387.  Dubois  v.  Wheddon,  4  McCord's 
R.  221.  Raines  v.  Tenant,  2  IfilPs  [S.  C]  R.  400.  And  vide  Stone 
V.  Dennison,  13  JPick.  R.  1.)  And  the  fact,  as  has  been  properly 
suggested  by  one  writer,  that  the  payee  might  not  be  able  to 
recover  the  whole  amount  of  the  notes,  but  would  be  obliged  to 
prove  the  value  of  the  necessaries,  and  take  judgment  pro  ianto, 
seems  to  constitute  no  technical  objection  to  a  suit  on  the  instrument^ 
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for  it  is  admitted  that  between  adults  a  note  may  be  apportioned 
and  judgment  given  for  tliat  part  of  tho  consideration  which  was 
good.    {Pariah  v.  Stone^  14  Pick.  R.  198.  And  vide  Harrington  r. 
l^aUon^^^  ib.  516.     Ooadwin.  y.MarHe^  9  Meic,  P.  278.)    As  the 
same  writer  ^ther  suggests,  the  analogy  otf  the  single  bill  would 
seem  to  support  the  position  of  the  later  cases,  for,  as  has  been  seen, 
when  the  consideration  is  open  to  inquiry,  the  instrument  might  be 
declared  on  in  a  suit  against  an  infant  as  well  as  an  adulL 
If  either  would  the  infant  gain  my  proteoit&pi  by  allowing  him  to 
defeat  an  action  oh  the  note,  for  he  would  be  conipelled  to  levy  the 
same  amount  on  a  quantum  valebant,      Pi*otcction  is  the  sole  end 
of- the  infant's  privilege,  and  the  latter  ought  not  to  be  extended 
ftoij&er  than  the  former  demands.    But  the  point  may  be  considered 
aS'Uot  fully  settled,  and  in  practice  the  general  count  for  goods  sold 
and  deliv^ed  should  always  be  added.    {Ping,  an  Inf.  87,  note  1, 
Jtij.  2.)  ...... 

§  62«  Biit  when  the  action  against  the  infant  is  for  necessaries, 
BQ  express  promise  is  requisite  to  be  proved ;  a  promise  will  be 
implied  if  the  articles fumishod  were  actuall3'for  necessaries.  This 
doctride  is.  in  strict  accordance  with  the  principled  npon  which  an 
infantas  made  liable  for  necessaries.  The  rule  and  the  reason  of 
it  are  well  illastrated  in  the  decision  of  a  ease  in  the  supretne  court 
of  the  State  of  New  York.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  defendant  whilst  an  infant,  and  for  nelces- 
saries  furnished  at  the  same  time.  No  spcciiio  promise  to  pay  was 
established  by  the  evidence.  The  learned  judge,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said :  ^^  An  express  promise,  I  apprehend, 
Beednot  be  proved,  in  order  to  render  an  infant  liable  for  neces* 
saries^  When  tiae  plainti£f's  ■  demand  is  not  for  necessaries,  and 
tiie  issue  is  upon  a  new  promise  after  the  defendant  came  of  age, 
an  express  promise  must  be  proved ;  because,  thiere  never  having 
been  any  legal  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  he  cannot 
be  legally  liable  without  such  promise.  A  moral  obligation  is 
sufficient  to  support  an  Actual'  promise,  but  will  not  raise  or  support 
an  implied  one.  But  an  infant  is  liable  for  necessaries  in  the  same 
manner  as  an  adult  is  liable;  and  his  contract  or  promise  to  pay 
B  established  in  the  same  manner.  If  an  infant  direct  a  tailor  to 
make  him  a  Buit  of  clothes,  an  express  promise  to  pay  for  them  is 
Bot  necessary  in  order  to  make  him  responsible ;  or,  if  he  be  accom- 
modated with  board  and  lodging  suitable  to  his  condition,  while 
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puTBuing  his  academical  or  professional  studies,  he  is  bound  to  pay 
what  they  were  reasonably  worth,  though  no  actual  promise  to  pay 
can  bo  proved.  The  promise  is  implied,  and,  being  for  necessaries, 
it  is  l^al  and  binding.  Gay  v.  JBaUau,  4  Wend.  H.  403.  iSanda 
f.Sioekton,UB.JH(m.Ji.2B2.} 

§  63.  The  manner  in  which  an  infant  may  bind  himself  is  well 
illustrated  in  the  decision  of  a  case  in  the  supreme  judicial  court 
of  Massachusetts.  A  boy,  fourteen  years  of  age,  whose  father 
was  dead,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  defendant,  to  serve 
him  until  he  was  twenty-one  years  of  age,  for  his  board,  clothing 
and  education,  and  the  contract  was  performed  on  both  sides ;  but 
the  boy,  on  coming  of  age,  brought  his  action  for  his  services, 
allying  that  tliey  were  worth  more  than  the  support  and  educa^ 
tion  furnished  him  by  the  defendant.  The  jury  found  for  the 
defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new  trial.  Shaw,  Ch.  J., 
in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  '' A  contract  for  subsich 
tence,  clothing  and  education,  is  a  eontiiact  for  necessaries,  and  is 
one,  therefore,  which  the  minor  has  capacity  to  make,  and  which^ 
if  reasonable  and  beneficial,  will  be  supported  by  law.  Most  of 
the  eases,  where  it  has  been  decided  that  a  minor  cannot  be  held 
on  his  express  contract  for  necessaries,  are  those  where  the  action 
is  founded  on  the  express  obligation,  and  where,  from  the  form  of 
the  action,  the  consideration  cannot  be  inquired  into;  as  an 
action  on  a  bond  with  a  penalty,  which  implies  a  consideration, 
and  where  an  inquiry  into  the  consideration  is  precluded  by  the 
forms  of  pleading  and  proof.  So  on  an  inaimul  comjputofisevU^ 
when  the  action  is  founded  upon  the  act  of  accounting  and  the 
admission  of  the  balance,  and  no  further  inquiry  into  the  con- 
sideration and  terms  of  the  contract  can  be  gone  into.  These 
actions  are  founded  on  the  assumption  that  the  party  has  full 
power  to  bind  himself  by  any  lawful  contract,  and  they  only  open 
the  question  whether  he  has  so  bound  himself.  But  in  the  other 
forms  of  obligation  and  of  action,  and  where  it  can  always  be 
open  to  inquiry  what  the  nature  and  terms  of  the  contract  were, 
and  whether  the  contract  was  reasonable  and  beneficial,  a  minor 
may  as  well  be  bound  by  an  express  as  by  an  implied  jcontract  for 
necessaries.  This  is  often  beneficial  to  the  minor,  and  enables 
him  to  avail  himself  of  any  s^pulations  in  his  favor.''  {Stone  v. 
J)ennuon^  13  Pick,  H.  1.)  This  is  sound  reasoning,  and  commends 
itself  to  the  good  sense  of  the  discriminating  mind. 

14 
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It  is  proper  to  observe,  also,  that  the  fictions  of  legal  proceed- 
ings which  formerly  prevailed,  are  nearly  or  quite  superseded  by 
the  present  practice  in  our  courts.  The  system  now  prevalent  in 
most  of  the  American  States,  and  in  England,  is  designed,  so  far  as  is 
practicable,  to  enable  parties  to  ascertain  and  preserve  their  rights^ 
divested  of  the  technicalities  and  subtleties  of  former  systems. 
Form  now  yields  to  substance,  and  the  great  object  is  to  mete  out 
justice  between  the  parties,  without  much  respect  to  the  form  of 
the  action  or  proceeding. 

§  64.  An  infant  may  sometimes  bind  others  on  his  contract  for 
necessaries,  and  it  is  important  to  understand  the  rules  and  prece- 
dents upon  the  subject.  And  here  it  may  be  stated,  as  a  general 
proposition,  that  the  only  ground  upon  which  an  infant  can  bind 
others  by  his  contract,  is  that  of  an  express  or  implied  agency, 
and  unless  the  necessaries  are  purchased  with  the  assent,  express 
or  implied,  of  the  father  or  guardian,  or  the  contract  be  subse- 
quently adopted  by  him,  he  is  not  responsible.  The  moral 
obligation  of  a  father,  for  example,  to  support  his  child,  does  not 
make  him  legally  liable  to  pay  his  child's  debts ;  and  to  charge  a 
father,  on  his  son's  contract,  the  same  circumstances  must  be 
shown,  as  to  charge  an  uncle,  a  brother,  or  any  third  person.  The 
son  need  ndt,  however,  have  an  express  authority  to  bind  his 
parent,  for  an  authority  may  be  implied  under  certain  circum- 
stances, and  it  is  always  a  question  for  the  jurv^,  whether  the 
circumstances  are  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Should  the  father 
know  that  his  minor  child  was  beins:  boarded  and  clothed  bv 
another,  and  fail  to  dissent  or  take  the  child  away,  his  assent 
would  probably^  be  implied,  and  he  would  be  liable  for  the  expense. 
So  if  a  father  should  pay  a  debt  of  his  mmor  child  for  necessaries, 
and  make  no  objection  to  the  tradesman,  and  give  him  no  notice 
not  to  trust  his  son  again,  this  would  probably  imply  an  authority 
to  purchase  again,  even  though  the  father,  unknown  to  the  trades- 
man, should  forbid  the  son  to  contract  any  more,  and  place  him 
imder  the  care  of  a  friend  with  directions  to  supply  him.  This 
doctrine  is  abundantly  sustained  by  a  long  series  of  authorities  in 
England,  and  by  not  a  few  in  our  own  country.  (  Vide  Ttolfe  v. 
AVbot^  25  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  436.  Mortimer  v.  Wright^  6  Meesoii  dd 
WeUhy's  li.  482.  Seaborn  v.  Maddy,  38  Eng.  C,  L  JR.  293.  BaA^er 
v.  Keen,  3  ib,  449.  BlacJcbum  v.  Mackey^  11  ih,  295.  Fluek  v. 
ToUetnache^  5  ib.  296.    Shdton  v.  Springett^  63  ib.  452.     Cleinents 
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V.  WaUarM,  34  ib.  291.  Law  v.  WUkins,  33  ib,  193.  Nichda  v. 
^Zfen,  14  i*.  198.  OorcUyn  v.  Po«^,  17  Vt  R.  348.  Fa/wy  v. 
Yottfiffj  11  i6.  268.  ZTtm^  V.  Thompson^  3  /Sba;7i.  [/B.]  H. 
180.) 

Generally,  it  may  be  affirmed  that,  if  the  father  allow  his  son 
a  reasonable  snm  for  his  support,  this  will  rebut  any  presumption 
of  an  implied  authority  in  him  to  bind  the  father  for  necessaries. 
{Crantz  v.  GiU,  2  Up.  R.  471.) 

§  65.  Whether  if  a  father  turn  away  his  child  from  home,  or 
n^lect  to  provide  for  him,  or  so  cnielly  treat  him  that  he  cannot 
remain  under  tHe  paternal  roof,  is  alone  sufficient  to  make  the 
father  responsible  to  any  one  supplying  the  child  under  such 
circumstances,  seems  just  now  to  be  in  doubt.  Certainly  the  rule 
applicable  in  the  case  of  husband  and  wife  is  different  from  that  of 
parent  and  child.  If  the  husband  abandons  his  wife,  or  sends  her' 
away,  he  is.liable  for  her  necessaries,  and  he  sends  credit  with  her 
to  that  extent ;  and  it  is  sometimes  supposed  that  the  same  rule 
would  apply  in  case  of  a  father  abandoning  or  neglecting  hisinf  ant 
child.  This  is  erroneous.  There  is  no  doubt  but  a  parent  is  undet 
a  natural  obligation  and  duty  to  furnish  necessaries  for  his  infant 
children ;  but  how  that  obligation  is  to  be  enforced  is  not  so  clear. 
[Raymond  v.  Zayl,  10  Barb,  R.  485.) 

In  one  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  the 
reporter  makes  the  court  say  that,  if  the  parent  neglects  that  duty, 
any  other  person  who  supplies  such  necessaries  is  deemed  to  have 
conferred  a  benefit  on  a  delinquent  parent,  for  which  the  law  raises  an 
implied  promise  to  pay ;  though,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  parent  was  held  not  be  liable.  ( Van  Valkenhurgh  v.  Watson^  13 
Johixs,  R,  480.)  In  another  case  in  the  supreme  court,  the  learned 
chief  justice,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  asserted  that 
'^  the  duty  of  a  parent  to  maintain  his  oiispring  is  a  perfect  common 
law  duty;"  but  that  was  not  the  question  before  the  court  for 
adjudication.  {Edwards  v.  Davies^  IG  Johi%,  R.  285.)  In  a  case  in 
the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York,  the  chancellor 
said  that  a  stranger  may  furnish  necessaries  for  the  child,  and 
recover  of  the  parent  compensation  therefor,  when  there  is  a  clear 
and  palpable  omission  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  parent  in  supply- 
ing a  minor  child  with  necessaries ;  but  the  relief  asked  for  in  the 
case  was  not  granted.  {In  re  Rider ^  11  Paiges  R,  188.)  The  same 
doctrine  is  advanced  by  Chancellor  Kent,  in  his  commentaries  on 
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American  law,  predicated  upon  two  or  three  authorities  of  more 
or  less  weight.  (2  Kenfs  Com,  193.)  This  is  the  authority  of  very 
eminent  jurists,  and  yet  a  careful  examination  of  the  late  cases 
will  throw  doubt  upon  the  position,  if  it  does  not  lead  to  a  different 
conclusion.  There  is  one  very  strong  case  on  this  point,  decided 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  Vermont,  in  the  coiurse  of 
which  Kedfield,  J.,  said :  ^^  But  there  is  one  defect  in  the  case, 
which  we  think  must  clearly  and  indisputably  preclude  any 
recovery  against  the  father.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  father 
ever  gave  tli4  son  any  authority,  either  expressly  or  by  implication, 
to  pledge  his  credit  for  the  articles ;  but  the  contrary.  And,  unless 
the  &ther  can  bo  made  liable  for  necessaries  for  his  infant  child, 
against  his  own  will,  then,  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  must  fail  to 
recover.  I  know  there  are  some  cases,  and  dicta  of  judges,  or  of 
elementary  writers,  which  seem  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the 
parent  may  be  made  liable  for  necessaries  for  his  child,  even  against 
his  own  will.  But  an  examination  of  all  the  cases  upon  this 
subject  will  not  justify  any  such  conclusion."  And  farther  on :  "  It 
is  obvious  that  the  law  makes  no  provision  for  strangers  to  fomislx 
children  with  necessaries  against  the  will  of  parents,  even  in 
extreme  cases.  For  if  it  can  be  done  in  extreme  cases,  it  can  be 
done  in  every  case  where  the  nec^sity  exists ;  and  the  right  of  a 
parent  to  control  his  own  child  will  depend  altogether  upon  his 
furnishing  necessaries  suitable  to  the  vaf ying  taste  of  tlie  times. 
There  is  no  stopping  place  short  of  this,  if  «ny  interference  what- 
ever is  allowed.  If  the  parent  abandons  the  child  to  del^titution, 
the  public  authorities  may  interfere,  and,  in  the  mode  pointed  out 
by  statute,  compel  a  proper  maintenance."  {Gordon  v.  Potter ^  17 
Vt.  a.  350.)  This  reasoning  would  seem  to  well  nigh  cover  the 
whole  gi^ound,  though  it  is  by  no  means  conclusive. 

§  66.  In  England  the  parent  may  be  compelled  by  statute  to 
support  a  minor  child,  and,  consequently,  it  is  there  held  that  the 
only  remedy,  in  case  the  child  is  abandoned  to  destitution,  is  that 
pointed  out  by  the  statute.  In  a  leading  case,  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B., 
said,  '^  in  point  of  law,  a  father  who  gives  no  authority,  and  enters 
into  no  contract,  is  no  more  Uable  for  goods  supplied  to  his  son,  than 
a  brother,  or  an  uncle,  or  a  mere  stranger  would  be."  And  that 
^'  the  mere  moral  obligation  on  the  father  to  maintain  his  child, 
affords  no  inference  of  a  legal  promise  to  pay  his  debts."  Still 
further,  tliat  ^^  to  bind  the  father  in  point  of  law  for  the  debt 
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inci|iTe4  by  his  son,  you  must  provo  that  he  has  contracted  to  be 
boondy  just  in  the  same  manner  .as*  you  would  prove  such  a  con- 
tract against  any  other  pqrson."    {MoHimer  v.  Wright^  6  Meeaon  <& 

WdAif%  JR.  482.)  The  pi-oceedings  under  the  statute  to  make  the 
father  liable,  are  entii'ely  independent  of  contract,  and  the  liability 
is  fixed  by  order  of  court.  In  another  case  in  England,  Abbott,  C. 
J.,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  consider  whethei*  they  could  iiifer  that  the 
order  by  the  minor,  for  the  articles,  was  given  by  the  assent  and 
with  the  authority  of  the  father.  He  said  "tliat.a  father  would 
not  be  bound  by  tlie  conti^act  of  his  son,  unless  either  an  actual 
authority  was  proved,  or  circumstances  appeared  from  which  such 
an  authority  might  be  implied."  (JBaker  v-  Keme^  3  Eng.  C.  L.  B. 
M9.) 

In  another  case  the  same  learned  chief  justice  held  that  a 
father  was  not  liable  for  clothes  fui'uished  to  his  son  being  under 
age,  unless  an  express  or  implied  authority  w^  shown.  {Blctckbum, 
V.  MctcScey^  1  Cc^rr,  ds  Payrie^  1.  S,  (7.,  l£ng.  C.  L,  li,  295.)  And 
Mr.  Chitty,  in  his  excellent  work  on  contracts,  states  the  doctrine  in 
broad  terms :  ^^  There  f4)pears,  indeed,  to  be  no  responsibility  on 
the  part  of  a  father,  even  for  necessaiy  goods  supplied  to  his  son, 
unless  there  be  some  proof  of  a  contract  express  or  implied ;  and 
that  there  must  be  a  prior  authority,  or  a  subsequent  recognition 
of  the  claim."    {Chitty  on  Con.  117,  Perkinff  ed.) 

.  §  67.  In  case  of  deseilSon  by  the  fatlier  of  his  minor  children, 
whether  he  would  be  liable  to  third  poreons  who  furnish  them 
necessaried,  may  be  regarded  in  England,  quesiio  vexatio.  In  one 
case  in  the  court  of  .king's  bench,  decided  in  ^836,  Sir  John 
Campbell,  attorney-general,  said :  "  Then  the  question  is,  whether 
a  father,  if  he  desert  his  legitimate  child,  be  not  liable  in  assumpsit 
to  any  one  who  provides  food  and  clothing  for  it.  There  is  no 
express  decision  on  the  point.  The  obligation  must  be  as  strong  in 
the  case  of  a  child  as  in  that  of  a  wife.  Tiie  foundation,  in  one 
case,  13  the  duty  on  the  paii;  of  the  husband  to  pro\'ide  for  his  wife ; 
that  foundation  exists  in  the  other  case,  because  the  primary  duty  is 
equally  imperative."  Alexander,  the  counsel  opposed,  said :  ^^  It  is 
not  true  that  by  the  common  law  a  father  is  bound  to  maintain  his 
child.  There  are  indeed  statutory  means  of  compelling  parents  to 
provide  for  their  children ;  but  the  statutes  authorize  only  particu- 
lar modes  of  enforcing  the  natural  duty;  and  when  such  modes 
are  not  resorted  to,  no  contract  can  be  implied  like  that  now  con« 
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tended  for.  There  is  no  express  decision  on  the  point ;  and,  with 
the  exception  of  foreign  treatise,  tlie  text-books  are  nearly  silent 
upon  the  subject."  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  said :  "  The  general 
question  is  important ;  but  the  facts  do  not  raise  it.  In  order  that 
the  law  should  imply  a  liability  in  the  father  to  repay  another  for 
supporting  his  child,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  desertion  of  the 
child  by  the  father  should  be  proved.  Now  that  is  not  shown 
here."  Fatteson,  J.,  said :  "  I  agree  that  the  question  does  not 
arise.  The  circumstances  are  peculiar."  The. learned  judge  then 
states  the  case,  and  adds:  ^' This  leaves  untouched  the  question 
how  far  a  party  who  finds  a  child  in  a  state  of  destitution,  and 
provides  for  it,  can  sue  its  father.".  Coleridge,  J.,  said:  "It  is 
best  to  say  nothing  on  the  general  question.  For  the  purpose  of 
this  case,  I  will  assume  (what  is  not  to  be  understood  as  my  opinion 
at  present)  that  the  general  liability  is  as  contended  by  the  attorney- 
general."  The  case  was  decided  without  authoritatively  passing 
upon  the  general  question.  ( JJrmston  v.  Ifewcomhey  31  Eng.  G.  Z. 
B.  393.    k  a,  4  Addph.  cfe  Ell  R.  899.) 

But  in  another  case,  the  law  was  declared  to  be  well  settled  tbat 
without  some  contract  express  or  implied,  the  father  is  not  liable 
for  necessaries.  Jervis,  C.  J.,  said :  "  If  a  father  turns  his  son 
upon  the  world,  the  son's  only  resource,  in  the  absence  of  anything 
to  show  a  contract  on  the  father's  part,  is  to  apply  to  the  parish, 
and  then  the  proper  steps  will  be  taken  to  enforce  the  performance 
of  the  parent's  duty.  {SheUon  v.  Springett^  20  Eng.  L,  <fc  Eg. 
R,  281.)  Neither  can  the  question  be  regarded  as  authoritatively 
settled  in  iJm  country.  In  a  leading  case  in  the  State  of  Connecti- 
cut, the  court  said :  "  Parents  are  bound  by  law  to  maintain,  protect 
and  educate  their  legitimate  children  during  their  infancy.  This 
duty  rests  in  the  father,  but  because  the  father  has  abandoned  liis 
duty  and  trust,  by  putting  the  child  out  of  his  protection,  he  cannot 
thereby  exonerate  himself  from  its  maintenance,  education  and 
support.  The  duty  remains,  and  the  law  will  enforce  its  perform- 
ance, or  there  must  be  a  failure  of  justice.  The  father  having 
forced  his  child  abroad  to  seek  sustenance  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, sends  a  credit  along  with  him,  and  shall  not  be  permitted  to  say 
it  was  furnished  without  his  consent  or  against  his  will."  [Stanton 
V.  WiUon^  3  Day*8  R.  37.  But  vide  Finch  v.  Finch^  22  Conn,  R. 
411,  where  the  case  is  commented  upon,  and  the  doctrine 
denied.) 
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§  68.  In  the  States  of  New  York  and  Massachnsetts,  and  probably 
in  most  of  the  states  of  the  Union,  parents  may  be  compelled,  by 
similar  statutes  to  those  in  England,  to  support  their  minor  children, 
and  the  later  decisions  seem  to  hold  that  the  only  remedy,  in  case 
of  neglect  of  that  duty,  is  that  pointed  out  by  the  statutes.  In  one 
case  in  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  before  referred 
to  upon  another  point,  Parker,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said :  "  The  liability  of  the  father  must  depend 
altogether  upon  the  principles  of  law  which  govern  the  rela- 
tion of  parent  and  child.  The  father  is  obliged  to  support  his 
children  while  tliey  remain  part  of  his  family.  Perhaps 
if  he  fail  to  furnish  them  with  clothing  and  food  necessary  to  the 
support  of  life,  any  one  who  furnishes  such  necessaries  may 
maintain  an  action  against  the  father,  upon  the  presumption  of  an 
assent  on  his  part.  Perhaps,  also,  if  he  cruelly  and  causelessly 
turn  them  out  of  doora,  they  would  carry  with  them  a  credit  on  the 
father,  for  the  means  of  support ;  although  it  may  be  questioned 
whether,  £  such  a  case,  the  support  of  such  children  should  not  be 
provided  for  pursuant  to  the  statute,  requiring  the  kindred  of  poor 
persons  within  certain  degrees  to  support  them.  But  upon  these 
points,  the  case  before  us  does  not  require  an  opinion."  {Angel  v. 
McLdlan^  16  Ma^,  B.  130.)  This  case  leaves  the  question  a  little 
in  doubt  as  to  whether  the  minor  can  make  the  parent  liable  for 
necessaries,  except  by  the  parent's  authority,  express  or  implied,  or 
in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  statute. 

In  the  supremo  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  a  case  has 
recently  been  decided,  in  which  the  doctrine  has  been  avowed,  as 
understood  by  the  reporter,  and  justified  by  the  opinion  which  was 
delivered,  that  **  there  is  no  legal  obligation  on  a  parent  to  maintain 
his  child,  independent  of  the  statutes.  Hence  a  third  person  who 
supplies  an  infant  with  necessaries,  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  the  parent  therefor,  unless  tlic  latter  has  expressly  or 
impliedly  contracted  to  pay  the  amount."  {Raymond,  v.  LoyU^  10 
Barb.  R,  483.)  This  position,  however,  was  not  necessary  to  be 
taken  to  determine  the  case,  and  it  is  not  absolutely  certain  that 
the  decision  by  the  entire  court  was  put  upon  that  ground.  So 
the  question  would  seem  to'  be  still  open  in  tlie  State  of  New 
York  ;  but  c^idering  the  evident  leaning  of  judicial  opinion  in 
all  the  later  cases,  it  is  altogether  probable  that  in  this  country, 
as  in  England,  the  liability  of  the  parent  for  necessaries  fur- 
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nidlicd  to  his  minor  children  will  ultimately  stand  solely  upon 
coiitraet.* 

§  69,  There  is  no  arbitrary  rule  hy  which  to  determine  what  are 
necessaries  for  which  infants  may  bind  themselves  by  tiieir  coBt]*acts. 
The  term  necessaries  is  a  relative  expression,  to  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  actual  rank,  fortune  and  age  of  the  infant.  All 
agree,  however,  that  the  term  is  not  to  be  strictly  confined  to  waix 
things  as  are  requisite  for  bare  subsistence  or  support.  It  should 
receive  a  somewhat  liberal  construction,  and  be  extended  to  cover 
all  such  things  as  the  condition  of  the  infant  reasonably  requires. 
Lord  Coke,  one  of  the  most  ancient  authorities  upon  the  subject, 
extends  it  to  the  "  necessary  meat,*  drink,  apparel,  physic  "  of  the 
infant,  ^^ and  such  other  necessaries;  and  likewise  for  his  good 
teaching  and  instruction  whereby  he  may  profit  himself  afterward." 

The  articles  must  bo  Jxma  fide^  purchased  for  use  and  not  for 
mere  ornament.  They  need  not  be  such  as  a  person  cannot  do 
without,  or  for  the  want  of  which,  the  infant  might  be  uncomfort- 
able ;  but  they  must,  in  all  cases,  be  suitable  to  the  condition,  rank, 
fortune  and  circnmstances  of  the  party. 

The  term  necessaries  includes  the  necessarv  food  of  the  infant, 
but  not  dinners,  confectionery  and  fruit,  supplied  him  at  his  own 
rooms,  for  a  party  of  friends.  It  also  includes  his  lodgings  and 
house  rent ;  but  not  tlie  rent  of  a  building  for  carrying  on  a  trade, 
or  manual  occupation.  The  t^rm  also. includes  proper  edu^aii&n; 
and  what  would  be  considered  a  proper  education  would  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  and  taste  of  the  party.    A  good  common 
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*  The  conclntlon  to  vhlch  Profettor  Parsons  hatf  come  upon  thin  snbjcct,  appean  when  he 
rays:  **  In  this  conntry,  the  rale  of  law  varies  in  the  different  states.  In  most  of  them  in  which 
the  qnestion  has  come  before  the  conrts,  the  legal  liability  of  the  parent  for  necessaries  ftimished 
to  the  inflint  la  asserted,  unlets  they  are  supplied  by  the  father :  and  it  Is  put  on  the  ground  that 
the  moral  obligation  is  also  a  lepial  one,  and  some  of  our  conrta  have  declared  this  quite  >tron;{:ly. 
In  other  states  the  present  English  rule  has  been  declared  to  be  law,  and  agency  and  authority 
are  held  to  be  the  only  ground  of  such  Ihibllity. 

The  law  can  hardly  be  considered  as  positively  settled  either  in  England  or  tn  this  country, 
but  we  would  state  as  strongly  prevailing  rales  here,  that  when  goods  are  supplied  to  an  Intent 
which  are  not  necessaries,  the  flither's  authority  mnst  be  proved  to  make  him  liable ;  where  they 
are  necessaries  the  fhther^s  authority  is  presumed  unless  he  supplies  them  himself,  or  was  ready  to 
supply  them.  When  the  intent  lives  with  the  father,  or  under  his  control,  his  Judgment  aa 
to  what  are  necessaries  will  be  so  ter  respected,  that  ho  will  be  held  liable  only  ft>r  those  tbinipa 
fhrnished  to  the  intent  to  relieve  him  fhim  absolute  want.  When  the  intent  does  not  live  with 
the  father,  but  has  voluntarily  left  him,  the  authority  of  the  tether  ma«t  1)e  strictly  proved,  unlesa, 
perhaps.  In  cases  of  absolute  necessity :  and  when  he  has  been  deserted  by  the  tether,  or  driven 
away  f\rom  him,  either  by  command  or  by  crael  treatment,  then  the  In  Dint  carries  with  blm  the 
credit  and  authority  of  the  tether  fbr  neceaaaries.'*    ( Airaortf  on  Con.  SKI-SM.) 
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school  edncation  would  be  regarded  as  proper  and  'necessary  in  all 
cases;  and  for  some  a  knowledge  of  the  learned  languages jnight 
be  included.  Bat  a  n^ilar  collegiate  edncation,  for  a  person  in 
ordinary  eircumstjincos,  would  not  bo  iuclnded  within  tlie  class  of 
neccsi^saries ;  neither  Avould  instruction  in  singing  and  dancing,  at 
least  it  was  formerly  so  held,  but  a  change  of  manners  may,  possi- 
bly, now  warrant  a  different  decision.    {Siderfiri^s  R,  446.) 

Instruction  in  reading  and  writing  is  always  regarded  as  neces- 
sary :  and  the  reason  given  in  an  English  case  was,. that  it  was  for 
the  benefit  of  tlie  realm.  (MwnJUy  v.  Seatt^  1  Sid.  R,  112.)  And  in 
a  case  in  the  ^ew  York  supreme  court,  tlie  learned  judge,  speaking 
of  schooling  generally,  said :  *  '^It  was  said  on  the  argument  that 
*  schooling '  is  not  a  necessary.  4^nd  Mr.  Ghitty  says,  it  teema  a 
parent  is  not  legally  bound  to  educate  his  child.  {Chit,  on  Con. 
140.)  A  parent  is  almost  thef  sole  judge  of  what  is  necessary.  But 
if  a  parent  is  liable  to  a  third  persouj  I  hope  it  will  never  be  decided 
that  sending  to  a  common  school,  at  a  suitable  season^  and  to  a 
reasonable  extent,  is  not  necessary  in  this  country."  {Raymond  ▼. 
Zayfo,  10  Bari.  R  489.) 

The  board  of  four  horses  for  six  months,  the  principal  nse  of 
which  was  in  the  business  of  a  hackman,  is  held  not  to  be  within 
the  class  of  necessaries  for  which  an  infant  is  liable,  although  the 
horses  are  occasionally  used  to  carry  his  family  out  to  ride. 
{Merriam  v.  Cunningha/m^  11  Ciish.  R,  40.)  So  also  it  has  been 
held  that  an  infant  cannot  be  held  to  pay  for  grain  furnished  for 
horses  owned  by  a  firm  of  which  he  was  a  member,  though » the 
hon^  were  employed  in  the  usual  business  of  the  firm,  and  though 
he  wa^  emancipated  by  his  father.  {Mason  v.  Wrifjkty  IS  Mete. 
R.  306.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  yoke  of  oxen,  purchased  by  a  lad  seven- 
teen  years  old  who  was  carrying  on  a  farm  for  his  mother,  a  widow, 
and  his  guardian,  and  kept  on  the  farm,  may  be  a  necessary  accord- 
ing to  the  finding  of  a  jury ;  and  that  the  judge  should  not  take 
such  a  case  from  the  jury.    {Moheny  v.  Evans^  51  Penn,  R.  80.) 

Suitable  clothing  comes  within  the  term  necessaries,  but  not 

Buita  of  satin  and  velvet  witli  gold  lace,  nor  racing  jackets,  nor 

cockades  for  an  infant  captain's  soldiers,  although  regimentals  for 

a  volunteer  and  livery  for  a  captain's  servant  have  been  allowed ; 

horses,  saddles  and  bridles,  liquor,  pistols,  powder,  whips,  fiddles, 

coach  hire  or  chronometer,  balls  and  serenades,  work  bestowed  on 
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articles  for  the  infant's  customers,  goods  to  trade  with,  money  lent, 
coonsel  fees  and  expenditures  in  a  lawsuit,  money  paid  for  the 
insurance  of  the  infant's  property,  are  all,  as  a  general  rule,  excluded 
from  the  class  of  necessaries,  and  will  not  be  allowed  against  the 
infant. 

§  70.  As  before  observed,  no  authoritative  precedent  can  be  given 
which  shall  be  binding  in  all  eases,  as  each  case  is  governed  more 
or  less  by  its'  own  peculiar  circumstances,  taking  into  consideration 
the  age,  fortune,  condition  and  rank  in  life  of  the  infant ;  and  yet 
the  rules  laid  down  may  serve  as  illustrations  by  which  to  deter- 
mine the  various  cases  that  may  arise.  For  example,  horses  are 
declared  generally  not  to  be  within  the  class  of  necessaries ;  and  yet 
if  the  infant  was  possessed  of  sufHcient  means  and  was  in  feeble 
health  and  of  suitable  ago,  and  was  advised  by  his  physician  to 
take  exercise  oh  horseback,  a  contrary  rule  would  undoubtedly  be 
adopted.  So,  also,  money  lent  cannot  generally  l>e  recovered  of  an 
infant  on  the  ground  of  necessaries,  even  tliougli  it  were  lent  for 
the  purchase  of  necessaries ;  and  yet  if  the  money  were  lent  to 
procure  a  liberation  from  arrest  on  a  debt  for  necessaries,  or  if  the 
infant  was  in  execution,  or  if  the  money  advanced  was  in  fact  laid 
out  by  the  lender  for  the  necessaries — in  all  these  cases  the;money 
lent  is  recoverable. 

Money  paid  to  a  third  person  at  the  request  of  the  minor,  for 
necessaries  actually  furnished  him,  is  recoverable  of  the  infant  and 
is  included  within  the  class  of  necessaries. 

So  if  an  infant  give  his  promissory  note  for  necessaries  and  pro- 
cure another  to  sign  it  as  surety,  and  the  surety  subsequently  pay 
the  note,  he  may  recover  the  amount  of  the  infant.  But  articles 
furnished  to  make  repairs  to  an  infant's  estate  are  not  regarded  as 
within  the  class  denominated  necessaries.  (  West  v.  Chregg^s^  Adm,y 
1  GranpB  \Penn^  R.  63.)  The  authorities,  both  English  and 
American,  upon  the  question  what  are  necessaries,  are  very  numer- 
ous, and  will  tend  to  illustrate  every  possible  case  which  can  arise. 
{Bivg,  on  Inf,  87,  note  1,  mb,  4.  Peters  y,  Fleming^  6  Mees.  c6 
Wels.  li,  43.  Brookes  v.  Scott^  11  ib,  67.  WTiarton  v.  McKemiey 
48  Eng,  C.  Z,  R.  606.  Burghart  v.  Av^vstine^  25  ib.  690.  Har- 
7*18071  V.  Fane^  39  ib,  656.  Charles  v.  BoyrUum^  32  ib.  433.  Ber- 
allea  v.  Ramsey^  3  ib.  32.  TvherviUe  v.  Whitehouse^  11  ib.  326. 
Ilimley  v.  Holt,  19  ib.  297.  Xirten  v.  FUiot,  2  Btiletr.  R.  Gd. 
Lave  v.  Griffith^  1  Seotfs,  458.    MackneU  v.  Bachelor^  Cro.  Eliz. 


CONTRACTS  FOR  NECESSARIES,  115 

583.  Coaiea  v.  WUU(m,  5  E^.  li.  152.  Clark  v.  ZesKsy  lb.  28. 
I^robart  v,  Knoxith^  2  ti.  472,  no^^.  2H7A;  v.  Kingdey^  Ih  480. 
^rfo  V.  PeaU.  1  /Sirfl*.  i?.  387.  Dorly  v.  BoueJier^  2  ij.  274. 
/TiiMrfff  V.  4S&f«4?y,  8  T,  li.  578.  C'/aMJiw  v.  Brooks,  2  /Sr.  i?.  1100. 
WhyhnU  V.  Champimi,  Ih.  1083.  Middleburg  CoUege  v.  Chamdler^ 
16  Fi.  i?.  683.  Bradley  v.  Pra«,  23  tJ.  378.  J.i«Zi  v.  TFarrm, 
4  ti.  152.  Kent  v.  Manning^  10  *i.  225.  Cl?r??i  v.  CbJwm,  7  i\r. 
//.  y?.  368.  Smith  v.  ^^a;i,  8  iJ.  15.  Phelps  v.  TTe^ree^^,  11  ib. 
51.  iTA^  Jif.  i^.  Insurance  (Jo.  v.  Noyes,  32  iJ.  345.  ^^^  v. 
r^jww^r,  1  BiWs.  R.  519.  <rfotw  v.  OU,  1  McCirrd^s  R.  524.  ^ain- 
MW^^  V.  Dunham,  2  iTo^^  <j6  McCorcCs  R.  524.  G^ace  v.  ^aZ^,  3 
Jltunph.  R.  27.  Haiixes,  Adm.  v.  TTrrran^,  2  iKM'«  [/SI  C]  jB.  400. 
llafihrr  v. SimpsoUy  7  IFato  cfe  iSfergr.  R.  83,  88.  Randall  v.  Sweet, 
IDenio'^s  R.  4^0.  Hart  v.  Prates,  IJur.R.  623.  Stone  y.Withipool, 
Laieh.  R.  21.  /Swt^A  v.  Oliphant,  2  ASi^Ti^.  [iSl  CI]  i?.  306.  Mar- 
law  V.  PitfieLd,  1  P.  TFm.  i?.  558.  Ellis  v.  iTWw,  1  Zrf.  Ray- 
mend's  R.  344.  BrayshoAJO  v.  Eaton,  5  Bingham! s  N. '  C. 
231.  iSici/Z  V.  Bennett,  10  Cushing*s  R.  436.  Stamion  v.  ]Fifo<w, 
3  2>ay'*  jff.  57. 

§  71.  Necessaries  for  the  wife  of  an  infant  are  regarded  in  law  as 
necessaries  for  him,  and  the  infant  is  liable  to  pay  for  them; 
though  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  articles  were  furnished  in  order 
for  the  marriage  the  infant  husband  would  not  be  chargeable 
though  she  use  them.  Nursing  the  lawful  cliild  of  an  infant  will 
also  be  considered  as  coming  within  the  class  of  necessaries ;  and 
likewise  articles  furnished  for  the  necessary  comfort  of  his  children. 
It  would  seem  also  from  authority,  that  an  infant  is  bound  for 
necessaries  furnished  for  his  wife  dum  sola^  and  yet  it  is  not  easy 
to  reconcile  this  authority  with  that  which  holds  that  the  infant  is 
not  chargeable  for  necessaries  furnished  the  wife  for  her  marriage. 
Bat  this  rule  must  be  understood  as  applying  only  to  such  debts 
as  the  wife  was  legally  liable  to  pay  at  her  mamage. 

In  the  Stiite  of  New  York  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  a  judg- 
ment may  be  recovered  against  tlie  husband  and  wife  jointly,  for 
any  debt  of  the  wife  contracted  before  marriage,  but  that  such  judg- 
ment and  the  execution  issued  thereon  shall  bind  the  separate 
estate  and  property  of  the  wife  only,  and  not  that  of  the  husband ; 
except  that  if  the  husband  acquire  the  separate  property  of  his 
wife,  or  any  portion  thereof  by  any  antenuptial  contract,  or  oth- 
wise,  he  is  made  liable  for  the  debts  of  his  wife  contracted  beibre 
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marriage,  to  the  extent  only  of  tlie  property  so  acquired.  (  Vide 
N,  Y.  Laws  of  1853,  <?A.  676.  Parish  v.  Straud^  Bame^  nate^ 
95*  Rainsford  v.  Fennmck^  Carter^s  R.  215.  Butler  v.  Brick^  7 
Mete.  B.  164.  Turner  v.  Trisley,  1  Stra.  R.  168.  Roach  v.  Quic^,  9 
Wend.  R.  23.)  So  it  seems  to  be  settled  that  the  fimeral  expenses  of 
a  deceased  husband  or  wife,  dying  without  assets,  are  within  the 
class  of  necessaries,  and  are  chargeable  upon  the  survivor.  (Chap- 
pie V.  Cooper^  13  Mees.  <fe  Wels.  R.  252.) 

Although  an  infant  is  not  in  general  absolutely  liable  for  money 
or  goods  supplied  him  tor  trade,  still  so  much  as  was  actually  con- 
sumed by  him  as  necessaries  in  his  own  family  he  would  be 
chargeable  for.  {TurherviUe  v.  Whitehovse,  1  Carr.  cfe  Paynes  R. 
94.    8.  a  11  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  326.) 

Majiy  articles  which  at  first  sight  appear  to  bo  necessaries  for  an 
infant,  on  investigation  may  prove  not  to  bo  so  in  rcality ;  and  in 
that  case  the  infant  is  not  responsible ;  and  there  being  no  inflex- 
ible rule  upon  this  subject,  an  inquiry  into  the  situation  and 
^  resources  of  the  infant  would  seem  to  be  in  every  case  almost  indis- 
pensable as  a  condition  precedent  to  recover. 

In  addition  to  the  authorities  already  cited,  others  may  be  refer- 
red to  as  bearing  more  or  less  upon  this  question.  {Montara  v. 
JIaUy  6  Smi.  R.  466.  Wailing  v.  ToUy  9  Johns.  R.  141.  Guth^ 
rie  V.  Murphy^  4  Watts^  R.  80.  Butler  v.  Brick^  7  Mete.  R.  164. 
Tupper  V.  Cadwell^  12  ih.  559.) 

§  72.  As  has  been  before  asserted,  the  law  distinguishes  between 
persons  upon  tliis  subject  of  necessaries,  as  between  a  nobleman 
and  gentleman's  son ;  also  in  point  of  time  and  education,  as  at 
school  or  otherwise.  The  infant  is  not  to  be  looked  upon  in  the 
same  condition  when  a  school-boy  as  when  of  riper  years.  This 
illustrates  the  statement  that  the  condition  of  the  infant  is  to  be 
considered  in  settling  the  question  of  necessaries  for  an  infant. 

It  is  asserted  by  Bingham,  upon  authority,  tliat,  if  an  infant 
promises  another  that  if  he  will  find  him  meat,  drink  and  wash- 
ing and  pay  for  his  schooling,  he  will  pay  a  certain  sum  yearly,  an 
action  on  the  c^ise  lies  upon  the  promise ;  for  learning  is  as  necessary 
as  other  things ;  and  though  it  is  not  mentioned  what  learning  this 
was,  yet  it  will  be  intended  what  was  fit  for  him  till  it  be  shown 
to  the  (pntrary  on  the  pther  part ;  and  though  he,  to  whom  the 
promise  was  made,  do  not  instnict  the  infant  but  pays  another  for 
it,  the  promise  of  repayment  is  good.    {Bing,  07i  Inf.  88.) 
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So  in  an  siotion  of  assiunpsit  for  labor  and  niedicines  in  curing 
the  defendant  of  a  distemper,  nonage  was  pleaded  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  plaintift'  replied,  necessaries  generally.  Upon  demurrer 
to  this  replication  it  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
assigned  in  certain,  how  or  in  what  manner  the  medicines  were 
necessary;  but  the  court  adjudged  the  replication  good.  (/J. 
Htigffins  v.  WisemaUj  Garth,  R.  110.)  The  doctrine  here  stated 
shows  that  presumptions  may  be  indulged  in  these  as  in  all  other 
cases  of  contract.  So  it  has  been  held  that  if  an  infant  comes  to  a 
stranger,  who  instructs  him  in  learning  and  boards 'him,  there  is  an 
implied  contract  in  law,  that  the  party  should  be  paid  as  much  as 
his  board  and  schooling  are  worth,  provided  the  condition  of  the 
infant  was  such  as  to  make  him  liable  for  necessaries  furnished 
to  him.  (Bac,  Abr,  Infa/ncy^  1 1,^.  134.)  This  shows  that  the 
contract  of  an  infant  may  be  implied  as  well  as  that  of  an  adult. 

§  73.  The  question  of  necessaries  is  regarded  as  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact.  The  court  will  decide  whether  the  articles  fur- 
nished come  within  the  class  of  necessaries  suitable  to  any  one,  . 
whether  infant  or  adult,  in  the  defendant's  situation  and  condition 
of  life ;  and  should  the  court  decide  in  the  affirmative  upon  that 
proposition,  then  the  jury  are  to  judge  and  decide  whether  the  par- 
ticular articles  furnished  were  actually  necessary  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  individual  case.  It  is  not  easy  in  all  cases  to 
determine  the  respective  functions  of  the  court  and  jury  in  the  trial 
of  these  questions ;  for  it  has  been  held  that  the  court  are  some- 
times judges  of  the  quantUy^  as  well  as  the  quality,  of  the  ai'ticles 
furnished.  And,  again,  it. has  been  decided  that  the  jury  are  not 
always  the  sole  judges  of  what  is  necessary  and  proper;  and 
if  they  find  a  verdict  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  a  new 
trial  will  be  granted.  But,  notwithstanding  the  difficulty  in  draw- 
ing a  clear  and  well  defined  line  of  demarkation  between  their 
respective  jurisdictions,  the  above  rule  as  to  the  legitimate  duties 
of  the  court  and  jury  in  these  cases,  will  generally  be  found  to  be 
practically  correct.  There  are  several  authorities  tending  to  illus* 
trate  and  establish  this  rule.  {Bing,  on  Inf.  87,  note  1,  sub.  5. 
Peters  v.  Fleming^  6  Mees.  cfe  Wels.  R.  42.  Burghart  v.  Augustine^ 
25  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  600.  Wharton  v.  McEmzie,  48  ib.  606.  Harris 
rison  v.  Fane,  39  ih.  556.  Stanton  v.  Willson,  3  Day's  R,  37.  Beebe 
▼.  Taung,  1  Bibb's  R.  19.  Sv>ift  v.  Bennett,  10  Cn-sh.  R.  436.  Rent 
V.  Manning.  10  Vt.  R.  225.     Glover  v.  Ott,  1  McGorcPs  R.  572. 
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Bcmchett  v.  Clarey^  3  BrevarcPa  R,  194.  Phelps  v.  Worcester^  11 
N,  H.  R.  51,  Eckheri^  Admr.^  v.  I^neSy  6  TTizto  cfe  iSferj'.  -ff.  80. 
Rundel  v.  ^e<3Ze^,  7  TTo^^*'  J?.  237.  Orace  v.  iZafo,  2  Humph.  R.  27.) 

§  74.  Ill  au  ac^tion  brought  against  an  infant,  if  the  plaintiff  put  in 
a  simple  replication  ofiiecessai*ies  to  the  defendant's  plea  of  infancy ; 
the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  prove  his  infancy,  for  the  fact  of 
infancy  is  admitted  by  tlie  replication ;  and  the  burden  of  proving 
the  articles  necessaries  is,  of  course,  always  on  the  plaintiff.  It 
has  been  supposed,  from  the  language  of  the  court  in  some  cases, 
that,  in  order  to*make  out  a  prima  facie  case,  the  plaintiff  must 
not  only  show  that  the  articles  came  within  the  cUl88  of  necessaries, 
suitable  to  a  person  in  the  position,  condition  and  circumstances  of 
the  defendant,  but  that  he  must  also  show  the  infant's  actual,  or, 
at  least,  apparent  want,  necessity  or  destitution,  at  the  time  the 
articles  were  furnished.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  tlie  rule  is 
not  thus  strict,  and  that  tlie  replication  of  ''  necessaries  suitable  to 
the  then  estate,  degree  and  condition  in  life  of  the  defendant," 
throws  on  the.  plaintiff  the  burden  of  proving  only  the  infant's 
degree,  fortune  or  occupation,  and  standing  in  life,  aud  that  the 
articles  were,  in  their  nature^  quality  and  qvantity^  necessary  and 
suitable  to  every  one  in  that  situation  and  condition.  In  one  case, 
decided  before  a  full  bench  in  England,  Baron  Parke  gave  an 
opinion  obiter^  "  that  if  prima  facie  and  abstractedly  from  circum- 
stances, the  articles  were  proper  for  his  rank  and  station  in  life,  that 
would  be  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove;  if  he  was  supplied 
aliunde^  that  must  be  proved  by  the  defendant."  {Burghart  v. 
Hall^  4  Mees,  <6  WeU,  R,  731.)  And  this  seems  to  be  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  at  Nisi  Prius. 

It  appears,  from  the  Nisi  Prius  Eeports,  that  in  one  case  on  trial 
the  plaintiff  proved  only  that  the  defendant  was  a  lieutenant  in 
the  militia,  and  had  been  introduced  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  person 
of  distinction,  and  then  proved  the  delivery  of  the  goods  and  their 
value,  and  rested  his  case.  The  defendant  then  went  into  rebutting 
testimony.  {Ford  v,  FothergiU^  1  Esp.  211.)  And  in  another  case 
reported,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  proved  any  more 
than  that  the  defendant  was  the  son  of  a  certain  lord,  and 
that  the  clothes  were  furnished  at  a  certain  time  and  at  reasonable 
charges  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^  witnesses  were  then  called 
on  the  defense.  {Story  v.  Perry ^  19  Eng,  C.  L.  R.  508.)  The 
same  course  appears  to  have  been  taken  in  still  other  cases  on  the 
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trial  at  Nisi  Prius.  {Crantz  v.  GiUy  2  Eap.  471.  Steedman  v. 
Iio9e^  41  Eng.  C.  L.  H.  232.)  These,  of  course,  are  not  exactly 
authority  on  the  point,  because  the  question  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  raised  and  passed  upon  by  the  court ;  and  yet,  from  the  fact 
that  the  question  was  not  raised,  we  may  infer  thsct  the  understand- 
ing of  the  court  and  counsel  was  in  accordance  with  the  practice 
which  was  adopted. 

§  75.  As  has  been  very  pertinently  suggested  by  one  writer  upon 
the  subject,  the  facts  concerning  the  infant's  previous  provision  or 
supply  and  the  like,  being  necessarily  so  much  more  peculiarly 
within  his  ovm  knowledge,  should,  it  seems,  more  properly  come  in 
as  rAuUing  testimony,  and  by  way  of  special  defense.  It  is  a  general 
rale  of  evidence,  that  the  onus  is  on  the  party  within  whose  pecu- 
liar means  of  information  the  fact  lies,  and  it  would  not  seem  that 
this  case  should  be  an  exception  to  the  rule.  This  throws  no 
greater  burden  on  the  infant  than  is  done  by  compelling  him  to 
prove  his  infancy  the  second  time  in  answer  to  a  replication  of  a 
new  promise,  as  the  practice  universally  requires,  because  the 
personal  incapacity  to  contract,  on  which  the  infant  grounds  his 
defenses  lies  so  peculiarly  within  his  own  knowledge.  (1  Phil- 
lipps  on  EvidencCj  199.  Berthvnch  v.  Carruthera^  1  T.  H.  648. 
Bigiloy)  v.  Grannis^  4  HiW^  [^N.  Z".]  B,  206.  Bay  v.  Ounriy  1 
Denio's  R.  108.) 

The  language  of  some  cases,  that  the  '^  tradesman  is  bound  to 
inquire  into  the  infant's  circumstances  or  he  trusts  him  at  his 
peril,"  means  nothing  more  than  that  the  tradesman  runs  .the  risk  of 
being  able  to  prove  the  articles  necessary  at  the  trial.  {Steedman 
V.  Rose,  41  Eng.  C.  L,  R.  232.)  The  making  such  inquiry,  there- 
fore, has  no  necessary  bearing  on  the  real  point  at  issue,  and  is 
never  necessary  to  be  proved,  and  wholly  unnecessary  to  be  made 
before  trusting  the  infant,  except  as  a  matter  of  satisfaction  and 
safety  of  the  tradesman.    {Braehaw  v.  Eaton^  35  Eng,  C.  L,  B.  99.) 

If  any  part  of  the  articles  furnished  the  infant  is  proved  to  bo 
necessary,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  ^r^  tanto,  {Burt  v.  Manning ^ 
10  Vt.  R  225.  Maddox  v.  Miller,  1  Mavle  cfe  Selwyn's  R.  738. 
Tvhermlle  v.  Whitehouse^  12  Price's^  692.)  The  positions  taken  in 
this  and  the  last  preceding  section  are  substantially  those  which 
are  found  in  the  American  notes  to  Mr.  Bingham's  work  on  infancy, 
where  the  references  are  also  mostly  to  be  found.  {Bing.  on  Inf, 
87,  note  1,  svh.  6.)    From  the  rules  laid  down  and  the  illustrations 
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givon  it  will  not  be  difficult  to  determine  on  which  party  the 
burden  of  proof  in  all  these  ci&es  lies. 

§  76.  Upon  this  subject  of  necessaries,  then,  it  must  always 
appear  that  the  things  furnished  were  actually  necessary,  of  reason- 
able prices,  and  Suitable  to  the  infant's  situation,  condition  and 
estate ;  that  in  no  case  is  the  infant  bound  by  the  speciiic  agree- 
ment to  pay  for  necessaries,  but  the  question  is  always  open  to 
show  what  the  articles  were  actually  worth ;  that  the  credit  must 
be  actually  given  to  the  infaiit  and  to  no  one  eke,  and  that  no 
actual  promise  to  pay'for  necessaries  is  required,  but  if  it  appear 
that  the  articles  furnished  were  necessaries  a  promise  to  pay  for 
them  Will  be  implied.  That  an  infant  may  bind  his  parents  to  pay 
for  necessaries  famished  him  by  others  when  he  has  an  authority 
to  do  so,  expr^sed  or  implied ;  but  whether  he  can  do  so  without 
such  authority  is  still  somewhat  in  doubt ;  though  the  English  rule 
would  seem  to  be  tolerably  well  settled,  tliat  the  father's  liability 
rests  wholly  upon  the  ground  of  agency ;  and  this  rule  is  declared 
to  be  law  in  several  of  tlie  statea,  with  the  indications  that  it  will 
ultimately  be  adopted  in  all  of  the  American  States.  That  the 
tenn  ^^necessaries"  embraces  the  necessary  meat,  drink,  apparel, 
medical  treatment,  and  the  like,  and  proper  teaching  or  instruction 
of  the  infant,  including  necessary  articles  for  the  support  of  his 
wife  and  children.  That  the  wants  to  be  supplied  must  be  personal ; 
either  those  for  the  body,  as  food,  clothing  and  lodging,  or  those 
necessary  for  the  proper  cultivation  of  the  mind,  as  instructions 
suitable  and  requisite  to  the  useful  development  of  the  intellectual 
powers,  and  qualifying  the  individual  to  engage  in  basiness  when 
he  shall  arrive  at  the  age  of  manhood.  That  the  term  necessaries 
does  not  embrace  goods  purchased  by  the  infant  to  trade  with, 
because  the  law  does  not  deem  him  competent  to  carry  on  such 
business.  That  it  is  always  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,  whether 
articles  for  which  an  infant  is  sued  are  within  the  class  of  neces- 
saries, and  the  jury  are  to  pass  upon  their  adaptation  to  the 
condition  and  wants  of  the  infant ;  and  that  the  rules  of  evidence 
in  these  cases  are  the  same  as  in  cases  of  adults.  It  may  also  be 
added  that,  in  an  action  against  an  infant  for  necessaries,  he  may 
interpose  the  same  matters  of  defense  as  adults  can  in  similar  cases. 
(Francis  v.  Felmet^  4  D&v.  c6  Bait.  R.  496.) 

The  interesting  views  of  Professor  Parsons  upon  this  subject,  as 
gathered  irom  the  authorities,  may  be  profitably  consulted,  together 
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with  the  references  which  he  makes.    (  Vide  ParsoTia  on  ContracUy 
2M-257,  arid  the  notes  and  references,)  > 

When  the  contract  is  for  necessaries,  an  infant  maj  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  lixnitations  bj  an  acknowledgment  that  the 
debt  was  for  necessaries.    (  Willins  y.  Smithy  82  Miff.  C.  L.  H.  179.) 


CHAPTER  Vm. 

♦    ■  .         • 

OF  WHAT  nSTANTS  AXE  CAPABLE — WHAT  IS  BINDING  ON  THEM  BESIDES 
THEIB  CONTRA0T8  FOR  NEOE68ABIES  —  OFFICES  —  ICAl&BIAGE  OF 
BffFAirr^  —  HOMAGE — WILLS  OF  FSBSONALTT  —  FOTSS  AlfD  USES  — 
MASBIAGE  SEITLEMENTS. 

§  77.  Said  Lord  Mansfield :  "  Miserable,  indeed,  mnst  the  condi- 
tion of  minors  be ;  excluded  from  the  society  and  commerce  of  the 
world ;  depriyed  of  necessaries,  edncation,  employment  and  many 
advantages ;  if  they  could  do  no  binding  acts.  Great  inconven- 
ience mnst  arise  to  oihern  if  they  were  howid  by  no  act.  The  law, 
tha!«fore,  at  the  same  time  that  it  protects  their  imbecility  from 
injury  through  their  own  imprudence,  enables  them  to  do  binding 
acts  for  their  own  benefit,  and,  without  prejudice  to  themselves,  for 
the  benefit  of  others."  {Cecil  v.  Saldwry,  2  Yem.  Ch.  B.  224.) 
We  have  already  seen  that  an  infant,  under  certain  circumstances, 
may  bind  himself  absolutely  for  necessaries,  and  that  he  may  be  sued 
and  charged  in  execution  in  all  such  cases,  the  same  as  an  adult. 
An  infitnt  has  a  capacity  to  do  many  other  binding  acts  which  are 
as  valid  in  law  as  though  done  by  an  adult. 

§  78.  An  infant  is  capable  of  holding  and  discharging  the  duties 
of  all  such  offices  as  do  not  concern  the  administration  of  justice, 
but  only  require  skill  and  diligence ;  and  these  he  may  either  exer- 
cise himself  when  of  the  age  of  discretion,  or  they  may  be  exercised 
by  deputy.  In  England  it  has  been  held  that  he  may  properly  hold 
the  offices  of  park-keeper,  tbrester  and  jailer;  and  the  statute 
extends  to  an  infant  jailer,  so  as  to  charge  him  in  an  action  of  debt 
for  an  escape  of  one  in  execution.  {Shrew^mry^s  case^  9  Cohens  H, 
48-  Sir  George  Reynold's  case,  Ih,  97..  King  v.  Dillistony  2 
Mod.  R.  222.) 

It  is  laid  down,  as  a  general  proposition  of  the  common  law, 
that  a  mere  ministerial  office  may  be  granted  to  an  infant  in  pos* 
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Bession  or  reveraion,  for  he  may  exercise  it  by  deputy.    {Auditor 
(Jurle^s  casey  11  Co.  H.  4  a.) 

An  infaat  may  be  deputed  by  the  sheriff  to  serve  a  particular 
Tent,  and  liis  acts  while  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty  will  be  a^ 
binding  as  though  done  by  the  sheriff  himself.  {Barrett  y.  Seioardy 
22  rt.  li.  176.) 

It  has  been  held,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  that  an  infant  may  execute 
a  mere  power.  {SJieldon  v.  Newton^  5  Ohio  R.  494.)  The  same 
doctrine  lias  been  laid  down  in  the  State  of  Mississippi.  {Thomp- 
son V.  LyoTty  20  Mi88.  i?.  155.)  And  in  the  State  of  Missouri  it 
has  been  held  that  an  infant  may  be  authorized  to  exercise  the 
power  of  appointment  by  the  instrument  creating  the  power,  but 
that  he  cannot  exercise  such  power  if  it  is  coupled  with  an  interest. 
{Schneider  v.  Staihe,  20  Mo.  B.  269.) 

An  infant  who  purchases  land  for  another,  takes  a  deed  in  his 
own  name,  and  then  immediately  conveys  to  the  proper  person, 
cannot  repudiate  the  deed  on  the  ground  that  an  infant  may  execute 
a  power  as  absolutely  and  irrevocably  as  an  adult.  {Shddon  v. 
Newton^  3  Ohio  N.  S.  R.  494.)  But  an  infant  cannot  be  authorized 
to  execute  7/iesne  process  by  the  magistrate  issuing  it.  {Hao'vey  v. 
Hall,  22  Vt.  R.  211.) 

An  infant  may  act  as  the  attoniey  or  agent  of  another,  for  it  is 
not  necessary  that  a  person  be  sui  juris,  or  capable  of  acting  in  his 
own  right,  in  order  to  qualify  him  to  act  for  others ;  though,  as  a 
general  tiling,  an  infant  will  not  be  admitted  to  act  as  an  attorney 
to  appear  and  prosecute  or  defend  actions,  or  represent  the  persons 
of  others  in  courts  of  justice.  This  is  prohibited  by  the  constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  most  of  the  states.  We  have  seen  that  an  infant 
may  be  the  mayor  of  a  city,  and  that  his  acts  as  such  mayor  cannot 
be  avoided  by  reason  of  his  nonage.  {Ante,  §  5.)  So  an  infant 
may  execute  a  deputation  to  a  seneschal  or  steward  of  his  manor, 
for  the  reason  that  it  would  be  to  his  benefit  to  be  permitted  to  do 
so.  {Halliburton  v.  Leslie,  2  HogarCs  R.  252.  Vide,  also,  Edle- 
atone  V.  Cdlins,  13  JEng.  L.  d  Eg.  R.  331.    S.  C.  17  ih.  295.) 

§  79.  An  infant  may  hold  and  own  property,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal ;  and  this  right  is  as  clear  and  well  protected  as  that  of  a 
person  who  has  aiTived  at  full  age.  {McClosJcey  v.  Gyphert,  27 
Pean.  S.  R.  220.) 

A  minor,  who  is  allowed  to  go  and  make  contracts  for  himself 
without  interference,  though  there  may  have  been  no  formal  emau- 


CAPACITT  OF  INFANTS  123^ 

cipation  by  the  father,  may  aciqnire  property  and  bring  actions 
concerning  such  property.  {Bookier  v.  Bolivar^  89  Maine  JR,  406.) 
And  a  minor  who  has  been  emancipated  by  his  father  may  hire  a 
farm  and  then  take  his  father  and  support  him  on  the  farm, 
and  notwithstanding  hold  the  crops  raised  as  his  own  property. 
(McCJmkey  v.  OypheH^  27  Penn.  S.  R.  220.)  And  if  a  father  give 
his  infant  child  an  article  of  dress  or  ornament,  he  cannot  after- 
ward reclaim  it  without  the  infant's  consent.  {Smith  v.  Smithy  32 
Eng.  a  L.  R.  677.) 

An  infant  is  capable  of  inheriting  for  the  reason  that  in  law  he 
may  hold  property.  If  an  infant  be  lord  of  a  manor,  he  may 
grant  copyholds,  notwithstanding  his  nonage,  for  these  estates  do 
not  take  their  perfection  from  the  interest  or  ability  of  the  lord  to 
grant,  but  from  the  custom  of  the  manor  by  which  they  have 
been  demised  and  are  demisable,  time  out  of  mind.  {Bo/C.  Ab.  tit 
Infancy^  F.  127.)  So  also  in  England  an  infant  may  present  to  a 
church,  and  it  is  said  that  this  must  be  done  by  himself,  of  what- 
soev^er  age  he  be,  and  cannot  be  done  by  his  guardian,  for  the 
gnardian  can  make  no  advantage  thereof,  and  consequently  has 
nothing  therein  whereof  he  can  give  an  account,  and  therefore  the 
infant  himself  must  present.  {Bac,  Ah  tit.  Infancy^  F.  127.) 
We  have  no  copyholds  or  advowsons  or  church  presentations  in 
the  United  States,  so  that  these  rights,  as  appertaining  to  infants, 
have  no  application  here ;  and  yet  the  matter  is  regarded  of  suf- 
ficient importance  to  refer  to  it.  Cases  may  possibly  arise  where  the 
same  principles  are  involved. 

§  80.  By  the  common  law  an  infant  may  be  an  executor  at  the 
age  of  seventeen,  and  his  acts  as  such  will  bind  him  unless  they 
amount  to  a  devastavit.  If  an  infant,  under  the  age  of  seventeen, 
be  appointed  executor,  and  administration /'eJt^rtm^  minore  cBtate^^ 
be  granted  another,  such  administration  ceased  at  common  law 
when  the  infant  arrived  at  the  age  of  seventeen.  {PigotPa  case^  5 
G>ke*s  R.  29.)  And  when  an  infant  is  appointed  executor,  adminis' 
traiione  durante  may  be  committed  to  the  mother  or  another  friend 
of  the  infant,  which  will  cease  and  be  void  when  the  infant  is  of 
the  age  of  seventeen  years.    {Princess  case^  6  Coke'^8  R.  30). 

But  the  age  of  competency  for  the  oflBce  of  executor  or  adminis- 
trator is  fixed  by  statute  in  many  of  the  American  States  at  twenty- 
one.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York  it  is  declared  by  statute  that 
no  person  shall  be  deemed  competent  to  serve  as  an  executor  who, 
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at  the  time  the  will  is  proved,  shall  be  under  the  age  6f  twenty-one 
years.    (2  E.  S.  69,  §  3. .  2  Siat  at  Large,  71.) 

By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  if  an  infant  is  named  exec- 
utor, administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  will  be  granted  during 
his  minority  unless  there  shall  be  another  executor  who  shall  accept 
the  trust  and  give  bond,  and  the  minor  on  arriving  at  full  age  may 
be  admitted  as  joint  executor.  (1  li,  S,  eh.  46,  §  6.)  8uch  also  is 
the  law  in  the  State  of  Massadinsetts  {Ocn*.  StaL  ch.  93,  §  7),  and  the 
same  in  the  State  of  Maine  (/?.  S.  oh.  64,  §  15),  and  the  same  in  Rhode 
Island  {R.  8.  ch.  156,  §  3),  and  the  same  in  Peimsylvania  {Purdue 
Digest  of  1849,  ch.  425,  §  23)  and  in  Ohio  (1 E.  8.  ch.  43,  §  8),  and 
the  same  in  the  new  State  of  N*ebraska  (/?.  8  ch.  14,  §168). 

In  the  State  of  Missouri  the  law  upon  the  subject  is  the  same  as 
in  New  York  {Oen,  Stat.  ch.  120,  §  5) ;  and  the  law  is  the  same  in 
Texas  {Oldham  <&  Whitens  Digest,  art.  706);  and  the. same  in  the 
State  of  Oregon  {Gen.  Zawe  1864,  eh.  15,  §  1075). 

In  the  State  of  New  Jersey  executors  are  required  to  give  bonds 
for  the  faithful  performance  of  their  trust ;  and  as  infants  are  not 
in  general  bound  by  their  bonds,  probably  none  but  adults  can  act 
as  executors.  {Elmer^s  Digest,  1855,  j?.  22,  §  1.)  The  same  would 
seem  to  be  the  law  in  Virginia  {Code  of  1849,  ch.  130,  §1. 
Mv/iiToe  v.  Jones,  4  Munf.  R.  194) ;  and  the  same  in  North  Caro- 
lina {Remsed  Code,  ch.  46,  §4) ;  and  also  in  the  State  of  Louisiana 
{Rev.  8tat.  of  1856.  p.  3,  §  5).  . 

In  the  State  of  Maryland  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  if  the 
executor  named  in  any  will  shall  be  under  eighteen  years  of  age, 
letters  testamentary  shall  be  granted  and  issued  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  though  none  had  been  named.  (1  Code,  art.  93,  §  52.)  And 
it  is  further  provided  that  the  bonds  of  an  executor  over  eighteen 
years  of  age  shall  be  binding  in  all  cases  and  upon  all  parties. 
(/5.  §59.) 

In  Illinois  persons  at  the  age  of  seventeen  may  act  as  executors, 
though  a  discreet  person  must  be  appointed  when  the  executor  is 
under  twenty-one,  to  manage  and  control  the  trast  until  such 
executor  shall  become  of  age.    {Oen.  Stat  p.  1185,  §  23.) 

In  the  State  of  Mississippi  the  statute  expressly  provides  that 
minors,  at  the  age  of  eighteen,  may  be  appointed  and  act  as 
executors.    {Rev.  Code,  ch,  60,  aa*t.  61.) 

In  those  States  where  the  subject  is  not  governed  by  statute, 
the  qualifications  of  executors,  of  course,  will  be  the  same  as  at 
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common  law.  In  the  State  of  New  York  it  has  been  Iield  that  an 
infant  executor,  who  should  happen  to  be  appoiiited,  though  irreg- 
ularly, will  be  responsible  for  all  acts  done  after  coming  of  age 
and  before  revocation;  but  that  he  will  not  be  compelled  to 
account  for  any  assets  coming  to  his  hands  during  infancy. 
'  {Carver  v.  MawaUj  2  Mio.  Oh.  B.  57).  But  in  the  State  of  Ver- 
mont it  has  been  held  that  an  infant  executor  is  responsible  for  a 
fraudulent  execution  of  his  trust.    {Loof  v.  Loof^  1  Vt.  .E.  177.) 

§  81.  Unless  there  is  some  statutory  restriction,  males  at  the  age 
of  fourteen  and  females  at  the  age  of  twelve  are  capable  of  con- 
tracting and  consummating  marriage ;  those  periods  respectively 
being  the  age  of  conBent  to  a  marriage,  aa  fixed  by  the  common 
law.  Contracts  of  marriage  between  infants,  when  both  are  of  the 
age  of  consent,  if  executed,  are  as  binding  as  if  made  by  adults ; 
but  if  either  party  is  under  that  age  hoth  have  the  privilege  of 
avoiding;  a  principle,  as  has  been  well  said,  not  found  in  any  other 
contracts  of  infants.  ■  (1  Parsons  on  Con.  278.)  Infants  under  the 
age  of  consent  sometimes  marry ;  and  when  they  do  and  agree  to 
the  marriage  when  they  attain  those  ages  the  marriage  is  good ; 
but  at  common  law  they  cannot  disagree  before  the  age  of  consent, 
and  both  must  be  bound  by  the  marriage  or  neither.  {Co.  lAU,  79 
ft.)  If  the  parties  marry  within  the  age  of  consent  and  the  wife 
have  a  child  b^otten  after  the  marriage  solemnized  infra  annos 
nuiUeSj  and  they  are  afterward  divorced  by  reason  of  such  prema- 
ture solemnization  of  marriage,  the  child  will  be  regarded  as  a  bas- 
tard. {Xenn^s  case,  7  Coke-s  R.  42.)  If  after  the  age  of  consent  the 
parties  disagree  by  parol,  and  subsequently  agree  and  live  together 
as  husband  and  wife  th^  disagreement  is  not  binding,  for  they  may 
properly  cohabit  t(^ether  without  any  new  marriage,  and  the  agree- 
ment to  do  so  after  the  age  of  consent  is  a  ratification  of  the  mar- 
riage. So  if  a  man  within  the  age  of  fourteen  takes  a  wife  of  fall 
age  and  after  brings  a  writ  "<&  muUere  abdiMta  cum  bonis  viri;^^ 
that  is,  liberally  rendered,  "  concerning  a  woman  taken  away  with 
her  husband's  goods,"  and  continues  the  action  after  fourteen,  this 
is  held  and  considered  to  be  an  agreement  to  the  marriage,  so  that 
it  cannot  afterward  be  defeated.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  75.)  But  though  it 
is  held  that  the  party  above  age  may  as  well  disagree  as  the  other, 
yet  he  cannot  do  it  before  the  other  arrives  at  the  proper  age ;  at 
least  such  is. the  rule  at  the  common  law.  It  has  also  been  held 
that  if  a  man  marries  a  wife  within  the  age  of  consent  and  the 
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woman  at  the  age  of  eleven  years  disagrees  to  the  marriage,  and 
the  husband  takes  another  wife  and  lias  issue  by  her,  this  issue  is  a 
bastard;  the  first  marriage  continuing  notwithstanding  the  diaa- 
greement  of  the  woman ;  for  her  disagreement  within  the  age  of 
twelve  years  is  void.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  76.)  It  is  doubtful,  however, 
wliother  this  doctrine  would  be  recognized  as  soimd  in  this  country 
or  even  in  England  at  the  present  day.  {Parsons  on  Con.  564.) 
It  has  also  been  adjudged  that  if  the  same  woman  after  the  ago  of 
twelve  years  had  married  another,  the  first  marriage  would  have 
been  thereby  absolutely  dissolved,  so  tliat  the  husband  might  take 
another  wife.  (Bing.  on  Inf.  76.)  The  better  opinion  now  is  that 
parties  marrying  before  the  age  of  consent  may  dissent  to  the  mar- 
riage within  nonage,  and  thus  avoid  it  in  toto. 

§  82.  The  .  consent  of  parents  or  guardians  to  the  marriage  of 
minors  is  required  by  the  marriage  acts  of  England  and  by  the 
statutes  of  several  of  the  American  States.  By  the  English  statute 
such  marriage  of  minors  without  such  consent  is  declared  to  be 
absolutely  void.    (26  Geo.  11^  ch.  33.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York  the  age  of  consent  to  marriage  was 
formerly  fixed  at  seventeen  in  males  and  fourteen  in  females^  but 
the  provision  was  soon  repealed,  and  the  common  law  rule  now 
prevails  in  that  State.  Should  a  marriage  be  solemnized  between, 
parties  within  the  age  of  consent,  the  marriage  is  declared  to  be 
void  from  the  time  its  nullity  shall  be  declared  by  a  court  of  com- 
petent authority ;  and  in  no  case  will  the  marriage  be  annulled  on 
the  application  of  a  party  who  was  of  legal  age  at  the  time  it  was 
contracted,  nor  when  it  shall  appear  that  the  parties,  after  they 
had  attained  the  age  of  consent,  had  for  any  time  finely  cohabited 
as  husband  and  wife.  (2  R.  S.paH  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  1,  §§  4, 21.  2  Stat, 
at  La/rge^  144, 148.)  If  the  female  is  under  twelve  years  of  age  at 
the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  subsequently  dissents,  the  court  of 
chancery  in  one  case  enjoined  the  husband  from  all  intercourse 
with  her.    {Ayman  v.  Hoff,  3  Johns.  Ch.  H.  49.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine,  males  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  and 
females  under  the  age  of  eighteen  are  forbidden  to  be  married 
without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians.  {B.  S.  ch.  69, 
§  6.)  They  have  a  similar  provision  in  the  State  of  Massachu- 
setts.   (Gen.  Stat.  ch.  106,  §  9.) 

In  the  State  of  Vermont,  when  the  male  is  under  twenty-one 
or  the  female  under  eighteen,  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage  is 
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expressly  forbidden,  except  the  parent  or  guardian  of  the  minor,  if 
there  be  any  in  the  State  competent  to  act,  shall  be  present  and 
assent  to  it,  or  give  consent  thereto  in  writing.  {R,  S.  1863,  ch. 
69,  §  8.)  The  law  of  New  Jersey  on  the  subject  is  similar  to 
that  in  the  State  of  Maine.  {Elmer's  Digeaty  1855,^.  464,  §  3.) 
In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  all  persons,  both  male  and  female, 
wishing  to  join  in  marriage  before  they  attain  to  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  must  obtain  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians  to  such 
marriage.     {Purdari^s  Digest^  1849,  ch.  41,  §  1.) 

In  the  State  of  Ohio  the  age  of  consent  to  marry  is  raised  to 
eighteen  in  males,  and  fourteen  in  females,  and  even  then  they 
most  obtain  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians  if  they  wish 
to  marry  before  they  arrive  at  full  age.    (1  £,  S.  ch,  71,  §10.) 

By  the  statute  of  Indiana,  the  age  of  consent  to  marry  is  fixed 
at  seventeen  for  males,  and  fourteen  for  females,  but  the  consent 
of  parents  or  guardians  is  necessary  far  the  marriage  of  infants. 
(1 R.  S.  1862,  ch.  95,  §  5.) 

The  law  of  Illinois  upon  the  subject  is  the  same  as  of  Indiana. 
{Gen.  Stat.  1858,^.  579,  §  1.) 

In  the  State  of  Wisconsin  males  may  consummate  the  marriage 
contract  at  eighteen,  and  females  at  fifteen,  although  the  consent 
of  parents  or  guardians  of  infants  is  requisite.    {R.  S,  ch,  109.) 

In  the  State  of  Michigan  males  may  marry  at  eighteen,  and 
females  at  sixteen.  (2  Comp.  ZawSy  1857,  ch.  107,  §  1.)  Under 
the  statute  of  Michigan,  when  parties  are  married,  one  of  whom 
is  over  and  the  other  under  the  age  of  consent,  the  former  is  bound 
by  the  marriage,  unless  they  separate  by  consent  before  the  other 
reaches  lawful  age,  and  do  not  cohabit  afterward,  or  unless  the 
other  refuse  consent  on  arriving  at  that  age.  And  a  second  mar- 
riage by  the  former,  in  the  absence  of  such  mutual  separation,  or 
such  refusal  to  consent,  is  bigamy.  {People  v.  Slack^  Am.  Law 
Reg.  N.  S.  318.    S.  G.  15  Mich.  R.  193.) 

In  the  State  of  Iowa  the  age  of  consent  for  males  is  sixteen,  and 
for  females  fourteen,  and  in  all  cases  where  the  party  is  an  infant, 
the  consent  of  the  parents  or  guardian  is  necessary.  {Rev.  Laws, 
1860,  ch.  102,  §§  2515,  2521.) 

In  the  State  of  Minnesota  the  law  upon  the  subject  is  the  same 
as  in  Wisconsin.    {Laws  of  1848,  ch.  52,  §§  2,  7.) 

In  the  State  of  Missouri  the  age  of  consent  is  fixed  for  males 
at  twenty-one,  and  for  females  at  eighteen,  though 'they  may  marry 
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ander  those  ages  respectively  by  and  with  the  consent  of  their 
parents  or  guardianfi.    {Oen.  Stat,  oh.  113,  §5.) 

In  Nebraska  males  may  marry  at  the  age  of  eighteen,  aixd 
females  at  the  age  of  sixteen.    {R.  S.  eh.  34,  §  2.) 

In  Oregon  the  same  period  is  fixed  for  males,  and  fifteen'  for 
females.    {Gen.  Laws^  1864,  Cvvil  Code^  ch.  81,  §  1.) 

In  the  State  of  Texais  it  is  declared  by  statute  that  males  under 
fourteen,  and  females  under  twelve,  shall  not  marry,  being  aimplj 
the  re-enactment  of  the  common  law  upon  the  subject.  {Oldham 
€&  White's  Digest,  a/rt.  2440.) 

In  the  State  of  Virginia  the  law  is  the  same  as  in  Texas.  {Coda 
of  1849,  title  31.  eh.  109,  §  3.)      , 

In  Har}'land  the  right  to  marry  is  unqualified  as  to  the  age  of 
consent,  except  that  the  statute  imposes  a  fine  upon  any  minister 
or  other  person  authorized  to  perform  the  marriage  ceremony,  who 
shall  knowingly  join  in  matrimony  any  male  under  twenty-one,  or 
female  under  the  age  of  sixteen,  without  the  consent  of  the  parents 
or  guardian  of  such  male  or  female.    (1  Code^  art.  93,  §  52.) 

In  North  Carolina  the  age  of  consent  is  fixed  for  males  at  sixteen, 
and  for  females  at  fourteen.  {Rev.  Code^  ch.  68,  §  14.)  And  in 
the  State  of  Mississippi  the  law  upon  the  subject  is  the  same  as 
in  the  State  of  Maine.    {Rev.  Code^  1857,  ch'.  40,  aH*  6.)    • 

In  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  remaining  states  the  age  of  consent  is 
the  same  as  that  established  by  the  conmion  law. 

§  83.  It  has  been  observed  that  by  the  law  of  England,  the  mar^ 
riage  of  minors  without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians, 
is  absolutely  void,  unless  the  statute  is  thus  explicit  and  pointed. 
The  marriage  without  such  consent  would  probably  be  valid, 
although  die  person  celebrating  the  nuptials  might  be  punished  for 
a  violation  of  law.  Indeed,  this  view  has  been  sustained  by 
express  adjudication  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  case  in 
which  it  appeared  that  a  female  infant  of  the  age  of  thirteen 
years  was  married  to  an  adult  male,  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  her  parent  and  guardian.  The  court,  after  referring 
to  the  common  law  rule,  fixing  the  age  of  consent  in  females 
at  twelve,,  and  fourteen  in  males,  proceeds:  "Contracts  of 
marriage  between  infants,  being  both  of  the  age  of  consent,  if  exe- 
cuted, are  as  binding  as  if  made  by  adults.  {Co,  Litt.  79  h.  Reeves 
Bom.  Rd.  236,  237.  20  Am.  Jurisjp.  276.  2  KenPs  Com.  [6^  ed.'\ 
78.    Pool  V.  PrM^  1  Chip.  R.  254.     The  Governor  v.  Rector^  10 
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Humph,  R.  61.)  This  rnlo,  originally  ingrafted  into  the  common  from 
the  civil  law  (1  Bl  Com.  436 ;  MeP.  on  Inf.  168, 169),  \a  npdoubt- 
edlj  an  exception  to  the  general  principles  regulating  the  contracts 
of  infants ;  and  might,  at  first,  seem  to  disregard  the  protection 
and  restraint  with  which  the  law  seeks  to  snrround  and  guard  the 
inexperience  and  imprudence  of  infancy.  But  in  regulating 
the  intercourse  of  the  sexes,  by  giving  its  highest  sanctions  to  the 
contract  of  marriage,  and  rendering  it,  as  far  as  possible,  inviolable, 
the  law  looks  beyond  the  welfare  of  the  individual  and  a  class,  t6 
the  general  interests  of  society ;  and  seeks,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
wise  and  sound  policy,  to  chasten  and  refine  this  intercourse,  and 
to  guard  against  the  manifold  evils  which  would  result  from  illicit 
cohabitation.  With  this  view,  in  order  to  prevent  fraudulent 
marriages,  seduction  and  illegitimacy,  the  common  law  has  fixed 
that  period  in  life  when  the  sexual  passions  are  usually  first  devel- 
oped as  the  one  when  infants  are  deemed  to  be  of  the  age  of  consent 
and  capable  of  entering  into  the  contract  of  marriage.  But  it  is 
uiged  that  this  rule  of  law  is  not  in  force  in  this  commonwealth, 
because,  by  our  statute,  ministers  of  the  gospel  and  magistrates 
have  always  been  prohibited,  under  a  heavy  penalty,  from  solemniz- 
ing marriages  of  males  under  twenty -one  years  of  age,  and 
of  females  under  eighteen  years  of  age,  without  the  consent  of  their 
parents  or  guardians.  {8tat.  7  Wm.  Anc.  Chart.  285.  Stat.  1786, 
ch.  3,  §§  3,  5.  Ih.  1834,  ch.  177,  §§  2,  4.  R.  S.  ch.  75,  §§  15, 19. 
Stat.  1853,  ch.  335,  §  1.)  But  the  effect  of  these  and  similar 
statutes  is  not  to  render  such  marriages,  when  duly  solemnized, 
void ;  although  the  statute  provisions  have  not  been  complied  with. 
They  are  intended  as  directory  only  upon  ministers  and  magistrates, 
and  to  prevent,  as  far  as  possible,  by  penalties  on  them,  the  solemni- 
zation of  marriages  when  prescribed  conditions  and  fonnalitios 
have  not  been  fulfilled.  But  in  the  absence  of  any  provision 
declaring  marriages  not  celebrated  in  a  prescribed  manner,  as 
between  parties  of  certain  ages,  absolutely  void,  it  is  held  that  all 
marriages,  regularly  made  according  to  the  common  law,  are  valid 
and  binding,  although  had  in  violation  of  the  specific  regulations 
imposed  by  statute.  (2  Kent's  CornM,  91.  2  GreenL  Ev.  §  460.  Mil- 
ford  v.  Worcester^  7  Ma^a.  R.  48.  Londonderry  v.  Chester^  2  N.  I£. 
R.  268.  Hants  v.  Seali/,  6  Binn.  R,  405.)''  {Parton  v.  Ilervey^  1 
Gray's  R.  119.)  This  elaborate  and  lucid  opinion  of  the  court  is 
not  only  interesting  as  settling  the  law  of  the  case,  but  as  giving  the 
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reasons  why  an  executed  contract  of  an  infant  is  binding,  while  most 
others  of  his  contracts  may  be  avoided. 

The  law,  generally  speaking,  recognizes  any  marriage  which  is 
valid  in  the  country  in  which  it  is  celebrated,  though  contrary  to 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  parties  may  subsequently  reside. 
'{Dalrymple  v.  DalrympU^  2  Ilagg,  Con^.  R.  54.  Kjd  parte  IlaJl^  1 
Vesey  <&  Beame^s  R,  111.)  But  a  marriage  in  one  state  in  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  another  will  not  have  the  effect  to  emancipate 
tlie  minor  party  to  such  marriage  in  the  latter  state.    {Bahier  v. 

_  • 

I^  Blanc  J  12  La.  An.  R.  367.  Vide^  alsOy  Clement  v.  Wafer  ^  lb. 
699.)  In  England,  a  marriage  was  pronounced  null  on  the  ground 
of  force  and  custody,  having  been  celebrated  between  a  girl  aged 
only  twelve  years  and  a  half  and  one  of  her  testamentary  guard- 
ians, who  had  taken  her  from  school  and  carried  her  abroad  for  the 
purpose  without  any  constraint.  {Harford  v.  Morris^  2  Uagg.  Cons. 
R.  423.) 

§  84.  The  age  of  consent  for  minors  who  are  illegitimate  is  the 
same  as  for  tliose  bom  in  lawful  wedlock,  and  all  of  the  rules 
applicable  are  the  same  in  both  cases. 

Mr.  McPhcrsou,  in  his  work  on  infants,  has  an  interesting  chapter 
upon  the  subject  of  marriage  of  infants,  but  the  most  of  it  is  occu- 
pied with  a  statement  of  the  law  as  established  by  the  statutes  of 
England,  and  which  has  little  or  no  application  to  the  subject  in 
this  country.  The  substance  of  what  he  says  of  a  general  appli- 
cation is  the  following :  The  age  of  consent  to  marriage  is  fourteen 
in  males  and  twelve  in  females.  If  a  boy  under  fourteen,  or  a  girl 
under  twelve,  years  of  age  marries,  this  marriage  is  only  inchoate 
and  imperfect ;  and  if  either  party  be  under  seven  veal's  of  age  it 
is  absolutely  void.  When  the  marriage  is  inchoate,  when  either 
of  the  parties  comes  to  the  age  of  consent  they  may  disagive  and 
declare  the  marriage  void,  without  any  divorce  or  sentence  of 
conrt.  This  is  founded  on  the  civil  law.  But  the  canon  law 
pays  a  greater  regard  to  the  constitution  than  to  the  age  of  the 
parties,  for  if  they  are  kahUes  ad  matrimonvum —  fit  for  marriage,  it 
is  a  good  marriage,  whatever  their  age  may  be ;  and  by  the  common 
law,  it  is  so  far  a  marriage  that  if,  at  the  age  of  consent,  they  agree 
to  continue  together,  they  need  not  be  married  again.  This  is  the 
rule,  as  a  general  thing,  in  most  of  the  American  States,  and  in 
some  of  them  the  marriage  is  considered  valid  until  it  is  dissolved 
by  the  decree  of  a  competent  court.     If  the  husband  be  of  years  of 
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discretion  and  the  wife  under  twelve,  when  she  comes  to  years 
of  discretion  lie  may  di&agi*ee  as  well  as  she  may ;  and  so  it  is 
vice  versa  when  the  wife  is  of  years  of  discretion  and  the  husband 
under ;  the  contract  being  of  such  a  nature  as  necessarily  to  imply 
a  right  to  dissent  at  the  age  when  the  reason  is  capable  of  being, 
exercised.  By  the  commpn  law,  if  the  parties  themselves  are  of 
the  age  of  consent,  no  other  concurrence  was  necessary  to  make  the 
marriage  valid ;  and  this  was  agreeable  to  the  canon  law,  although, 
both  by  that  and  by  the  civil  law,  the  consent  of  parents  was 
rcqnisitefor  a  perfectly  regular  and  solemn  marriage.  {McPheraon 
on  Infants^  168.) 

§  85.  By  the  old  feudal  law  of  England  a  minor  could  do  homage, 
Tvliich  was  the  submission  and  service  which  was  usually  promised 
by  the  vassal  or  tenant  to  his  lord  or  superior  upon  being  admitted 
to  the  possession  of  the  land  which  he  held  in  fee,  or  the  ceremony 
performed  in  making  the  submission  by  the  tenant  on  being 
invested  with  the  fee.  The  ceremony  was  performed  by  the  tenant 
openly  and  humbly  kneeling,  being  ungirt,  uncovered,  and  holding 
up  his  hands  both  together  between  those  of  the  lord,  who  sat 
before  him,  and  then  professed  that  "  he  did  become  hi^  man,  from 
that  day  forth,  of  life  and  limb  and  earthly  honor,"  and  then 
received  a  kiss  from  his  lord."  (2  Black,  Com.  53.)  This  homage 
was  properly  an  incident  to  tenure  by  knight's  service  only,  and  of 
course  has  nev^r  obtained  in  this  country.  In  England,  however,  it 
was  regarded  of  considerable  importance,  and  while  it  continued  it 
was  not  a  mere  ceremony  ;  for  the  performance  of  homage,  when 
it  was  due,  materially  concerned  both  lord  and  tenant  in  point  of 
interest  and  advantage.  To  the  lord  it  was  of  consequence  because, 
till  lie  had  received  homage  from  the  heir,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
the  wardship  of  him  and  of  his  land,  unless  the  lord  had  the 
seigniory  or  manor  for  life  or  years  only,  in  which  case  he  could 
not  take  homage,  and  therefore  was  allowed  wardship  without  the 
previous  acts.  To  the  tenants  the  homage  was  scarce  of  less 
importance,  for  anciently  every  kind  of  homage,  when  received,  but 
not  before,  bound  the  lord  to  keep  the  tenant  from  every  molestation 
for  services  due  to  the  lord  paramount,  and  to  defend  his  title  to  the 
land  against  all  others.  (2  Mack.  Com.  note'9.)  This  was  the  pro- 
fession and  promise  which  a  minor  had  the  power  tomake,'under  the 
fendal  law,  which  formerly  prevailed  in  England,  and  the  influence 
cf  which  upon  her  landed  estates  is  not  lost  at  the  present  day. 
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§86.  We  have  seen  that  males  at  fourteen,  and  females  ^t 
twelve,  may,  at  common  law,  make  a  valid  testament  of  personal 
property,  although  the  age  of  competency  is  generally  fixed  by 
statute,  the  provisions  of  which  in  the  several  states  have  been 
hereinbefore  given.  {Ante^  §  7.)  It  has  been  considered  not  qui  to 
certain  as  to  what  is  the  common  rule  upon  this  subject,  although 
the  weight  of  opinion  is  in  accordance  with  the  age  above  given. 
Lork  Coke  stated  the  age  to  be  eighteen,  while  other  writers  men- 
tion seventeen  to  be  the  age,  because  that  is  the  age  at  wliich  an 
administration,  during  the  minority  of  an  executor,  determines. 
According  to  others,  fifteen  is  the  age  for  males,  if  the  party  can 
be  proved  of  sufficient  discretion ;  but  this  opinion  seems  to  have 
been  based  upon  nothing  more  than  some  loose  dictum  to  be  found 
in  an  early  report,  and  has  never  commanded  any  particular 
respect.  {Bi/ng.  on  Inf.  77.)  By  the  Eoman  law  the  testamentary 
power  was  recognized  in  males  at  fourteen,  and  in  females  at 
twelve,  and,  until  the  matter  was  fixed  by  statute,  the  civilians 
agreed  that  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts  followed  the  same 
rule.  Mr.  Bingham  concludes  what  he  has  to  say  upon  this  point, 
by  asserting  that  on  the  one  hand  the  rule  of  the  ecclesiastical 
courts,  in  holding  twelve  and  fourteen  to  be  the  ages  at  which  males 
and  females,  according  to  the  difference  of  sex,  first  have  the  power 
of  making  wills  of  personalty,  seems  now  well  established ;  so,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  it  is  in  some  degree  consonant  to  the  doctrine 
of  the  English  common  law,  for  though  that  it  is  silent  as  to  the 
age  for  wills  of  personalty,  these  being  the  subject  of  a  different 
law,  yet  it  adopts  the  same  standard  of  twelve  and  fourteen  for 
other  purposes,  and  so  far  deems  them  the  ages  of  discretion  as  to 
give  infants  of  those  ages  the  power  of  choosing  guardians,  and 
to  presume  that  they  are,  doli  capaoes — capable  of  mischief,  in 
respect  to  crimes.     {Bing.  on  Inf,  79.) 

In  a  case  in  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in 
which  the  will  of  a  male  infant  was  involved,  Parker,  Ch.  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion,  said:  "That  an  infant  of  fourteen  years 
and  upward  is  capable  of  disposing  of  his  personal  estate  by  will, 
seems  to  be  well  settled  at  common  law."  {Deans  v.  Littlefidi^  1 
Pick,  R,  239,  243.)      ' 

§  87.  In  England,  if  an  infant  levies  a  fine,  he  is  enabled  to 
declare  the  uses  thereof,  and  if  he  does  not  reverse  the  fine  during  his 
nonage,  the  declaration  of  uses  will  stand  good  forever;  for  though 
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tBat  be  in  paiSj  aud  all  such  acts  an  infant  may  avoid  at  any  twe 
after  his  full  age,  if  he  do  not  consent,  yet  being  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  fine  levied,  which  fine  must  stand  good  forever,  unless 
reversed,  so  will  the  declaration  of  uses  also  stand.  {Bing.on  It\f. 
80.)  But  the  sealing  of  advantageous  marriage  articles  by  an 
infant  jointly  with  his  father,  is  not  sufficient  to  declare  the  uses  of 
a  fine  and  recovery  which  he  sufiers  after  age,  jointly  with  his  father. 
{Bing.  on  Irvf.  80.)  Alienation,  by  matter  of  record,  as  by  fines  and 
recoveries,  occupies  a  prominent  place  in  the  English  Code,  but 
the  practice  is  very  little  known  in  this  country.  This  rule  respect- 
ing infants,  therefore,  is  not  very  important  with  us,  except  in  those 
states  where  the  doctrine  of  uses  still  exists  as  a  modification  of 
the  common  law ;  and  even  in  England,  fines  and  recoveriee  are 
now  swept  away  by  statute,  so  that  the  rule  will  soon  cease  to  be 
of  particular  interest  there.    (3  and  4  Wm.  IV^  oh.  74.)  . 

§  88.  The  question,  whether  an  infant  was  barred  by  a  jointure 
made  before  marriage,  was  for  a  long  time  unsettled  in  England. 
In  consequence  of  the  capacity  of  infants  to  contract  marriage 
their  marriage  settlements,  when  reasonable,  were  held  valid  in 
chancery ;  but  it  was  unsettled  whether  a  female  infant*could  bind 
her  real  estate  by  a  settlement  upon  marriage,  even  after  the  enact 
ment  of  the  statute  of  27  Hen.  YIII^  introducing  jointures,  until 
the  decision  of  a  celebrated  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  when  tlie 
great  question  was  finally  settled  in  favor  of  the  capacity  of  the 
female  infant  to  bar  herself  of  her  right  of  dower  in  her  husband's 
land,  and  to  her  distributive  share  of  her  husbaud*s  personal  estate, 
by  her  contract  before  marriage.  {D^rwry  v.  Drury^  given  in  2 
Hdw,  Ch.  H.  60.-)  And  in  another  case  in  chancery,  decided  before 
Drury  v.  Drury^  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  laid  down  a  similar 
mle^  saying  that  marriage  agreements  differ  from  all  other  agree- 
ments of  infants.  ''  The  principal  contract  is  the  marriage,  and  an 
infant  female  may  contract  at  the  dge  of  twelve.  All  other  parts 
of  the  contract  are  collateral  incidents,  entered  into  to  secure  some 
provisions  for  the  party  marrying  and  the  issue,  and  may  be  greater 
or  less,  according  to  circumstances.  As  soon  as  the  marriage  takes 
place,  the  principal  contract  is  executed,  cannot  be  set  aside 
or  rescinded ; "  therefore  the  court  will  take  care  how  they  "  bi'eak 
in  upon  settlements  made  upon  the  marriage  of^  infants."  And 
furtlier  on,  his  lordship  says :  "  But  if  this  court  should  intei-pose 
to  set  aside  or  give  relief  against  any  part  of  a  marriage  settlement, 
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it  mnst  relieve  against  and  avoid  the  whole,  for  every  part  makee 
the  consideration  of  the  whole. of  everything;  and  it  is  impossible, 
where  there  is  no  frand,  to  say  this  fact  is  unreasonable;  you  have 
gained  too  much  on  one  side,  and  therefore  that  shall  be  deducted. 
Tliis  makes  it  a  diflTerent  bargain,  and,  in  consequence,  the  uses  of  ' 
the  estate  must  be  broken  in  upon  on  the  other  side."  {Uarvei/  v. 
Ashley,  3  Aik.  R.  607,  pvhlialied  in  8  Wend.  R  331.)  And  in  still 
another  case,  Lord  Ryder  represents  Lord  Chancellor  Ilardwicke  as 
saying,  "  it  was  clear  in  law  that  if  a  man  married,  and  before 
marriage,  in  consideration  of  it  and  of  her  portion,  makes  a  jointure 
on  his  wife,  though  she  was  an  infant,  she  cannot  waive  her  jointure 
and  set  up  her  dower."  {Price  v.  Seya,  Bama/rd^B  CL  Ca.  117,  cited 
in  Drury  v.  Drury,  and  puhliahed  in  8  Wend,  R.  331.)  These 
cases  left  open  the  question,  whether  an  infant  female  could  bind 
her  own  reed  estate  by  a  marriage  settlement,  and  Lord  Eldon,  in  a 
subsequent  case,  held  that  a  female  infant  cannot  bind  her  real 
estate  by  a  settlement  on  marriage  so  but  that  she  may  disaffirm  it ; 
and  in  a  recent  case  it  was  expressly  held  that  no  valid  settlement 
of  a  female  infant's  real  estate  could  be  made  upon  her  niarriage, 
by  virtue  of  any  agreement  by  her  or  her  parents  or  guardian,  or 
by  the  authority  of  the  court.  {Field  v.  Moore,  35  Eng.  Z.  <fe  Eq, 
a.  498.  Vide,  also,  Milncr  v.  Lord  Harwood,  18  Teeey^s  R.  259.) 
And  such  is  now  the  well  settled  law  in  England. 

Other  decisions  have  been  considered  as  favorable  to  the  power 
of  maU  infants  to  settle  their  real  estate  upon  marriage,  and  Mr. 
Atherly  advances  the  same  opinion.  {Atherly  on  Marriage  Settle- 
menta,  42-45.)  Chancellor  Kent,  however,  thinks  this  conclusion 
questionable  in  the  light  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Eldon,  in  Milner 
V.  Zord  Harwood,  and  submits  the  very  pertinent  question,  "  If  a 
female  infant  cannot  settle  her  real  estate  without  leaving  with 
her  the  option,  when  twenty-one,  to  revoke  it,  why  should  not  the 
male  infant  have  the  same  option?"  (2  Kenfa  Com.,  258.)  The 
doctrine  now  held  in  England  upon  the  subject  seems  to  be  estab- 
lished in  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and  perhaps  otliers 
of  the  American  States.  {Temple  v,  Ilawley,  1  Sandf.  Ch,  R.  153. 
Shaw  V.  boyd,  5  Serg.  cfe  Rawle^a  R.  312.  Wilson  v.  McCullov^h^ 
7  Harris^  R.  77.  Zee  v.  Stewart,  LcigVa  R.  76.)  The  settlement, 
however,  would  pass  the  estate  of  the  infant,  and  would  be  valid 
until  avoided.  A  feAiale  infant  can  affirm  such  settlement  during 
her  coverture,  and  she  may  disaffirm  it  after  she  attains  her  major- 
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ity  if  she  IS  then  a  widow.    It  is  a  vexed  question  whether  she  can 
avoid  it  during  coverture.     {Temple  ^.Hawley^  1  Sandf.  Ch.  B.  153.) 

In  one  case,  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  point  was  settled  that 
"  infants  may  contract  by  marriage  articles  or  settlements  before 
marriage,  and  such  contracts  will  bind  them  when  of  full  age." 
{Treble  v.  Archer^  3  Sen,  cfe  Munf.  R.  399.)  And  in  a  still  later 
case  the  court  of  appeals  of  that  state  re-affirmed  the  doctrine,  say- 
ing that  "  the  court  perceive  nothing  to  disapprove  in  the  case." 
{Healey  v.  Kowen^  5  GrattarCa  R,  414.)  The  settlement  may  either 
be  of  the  wife's  fortune,  or  of  some  proper  equivalent ;  and  if  it  is 
a  settlement  of  the  husband's  estate,  the  matter  will  require  evi- 
dence of  the  sufficiency  of  the  title  and  of  the  nature  of  the  estate. 
{McPherson  on  Inf.  558.) 

§  89.  In  many  of  the  American  States  the  subject  of  jointure  is 
regulated  by  express  statute.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York 
a  conveyance  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  jointure  for 
an  intended  wife,  in  order  to  bar  her  claim  or  right  of  dower 
in  the  lands  of  her  husband,  must  be  made  with  the  assent  of  the 
wife  evidenced,  if  she  be  of  full  age,  by  her  becoming  a  party  to 
Ae  conveyance ;  or,  if  she  be  an  infant,  by  her  joining  witli  her 
father  or  guardian  in  such  conveyance.  (1  R.  S.  pari  2,  ch.  1,  tit. 
3,  §§  9,  10, 11.  1  Stat,  at  large,  692.)  Previous  to  the  statute  a 
competent  and  certain  provision  settled  upon  the  female  infant 
before  marriage,  by  way  of  jointure,  to  which  there  was  no  other 
objection  but  its  mere  equitable  quality  was  an  equitable  bar  of 
dower.  But  the  statute  has  done  away  with  the  distinction  between 
legal  and  equitable  jointures;  and  any  estate  or  pecuniary  pro- 
vision made  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  in  that  state,  whether  an 
adult  or  an  infant,  in  lieu  of  dower,  will,  if  assented  to  by  her  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  statute,  constitute  a  legal  bar  of  her 
dower.  {McCarter  v.  Teller,  2  Paige's  R.  511.  S.  C.  8  Wmd.  R.  267.) 
And  the  "act  for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  property 
of  married  women,"  passed  in  1849,  expressly  declares  that  "  all 
contracts  made  between  persons  in  contemplation  of  marriage 
shall  remain  in  full  force  after  such  marriage  takes  place." 
{Laws  1849,  ch.  375,  §  3.)  This  provision  would  seem  to  render 
valid  and  effectual  all  contracts  and  conveyances  made  in  con- 
sideration of  marriage,  both  of  infants  and  adults,  and  in  relation  to 
real  as  well  as  personal  estate.  (  Vide  Wet^nore  v.  Kissam,  3  Bos- 
v>oriKsR.  321.) 
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§  90.  A  male  infant  may  undoubtedly  bar  himself  by  agreement 
before  marriage,  either  of  his  estate  by  the  curtesy  or  of  his  right  to 
his  wife's  personal  property.  He  may  consent  to  a  settlement  made 
by  his  wife  of  her  own  land,  and  should  he,  by  settlement  'on  the 
marriage,  covenant  that  her  estate  should  be  settled  to  certain  usee, 
or  should  he  assent  to  such  covenant  on  the  part  of  his  wife,  who  is 
an  adult  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
covenant..  {Slocombe  y.  Olvib,  2  Bro.Ch.  JS.  545.  2  Kent  Com. 
358.)  It  is  thought  tliBi  jpereanal  property  may  imquestionably  be 
bound  by  such  settlements  on  the  part  of  both  male  and  female. 
(^Ib;  and  Harvey  v.  Ashley ^S  Atk.  JS.  613.) 

AH  marriage  settlements,  in  order  to  be  binding  upon  a  female 
infant  especially,  must  be  fair  and  reasonable,  and  not  tend  to 
deprive  her  of  every  thing.  (  Wiiliamsy.  Williams^  1  Bro.  CK.  B. 
163.  Vidsal^DwrnfordY.Lan&^Ih.lOQ.  CanUhersv.  Oaruthersji 
a.  600.)  But  the  infant  wife  will  be  bound  by  the  marriage  contract 
if  she  accept  of  him  money,  or  if  after  her  husband's  death  slie 
accepts  of  a  jointure  under  the  statute.  {Smith  v.  Low^  1  Aik  R. 
489.)  And  in  Yirgmia  it  has  been  held  that  infants  may  contract 
by  marriage  articles  or  settlements,  and  that  such  contracts  will 
bind  them  when  of  full  age  j  provided  that  the  settlement  be  made 
through'  the  father  or  guardian  of  the. infant.  The  Court  held 
ftirther  that  the  ld.w  ]iad  intrusted  the  father  or  guardian  with  the 
marriage  of  infant  children  or  wards,  and  this  doctrine  may  affect 
the  rule  of  marriage  settlements  somewhat  in  that  State.  {Tdbb  v. 
Archer y  3  Hen.  dh  Munf.  R.  400.) 

An  objection  to  tlie  validity  of  a  marriage  settlement,  on  the 
ground  that  the  parties  to  it  ai'e  infants,  can  only  be  made  by 
the  parties  themselves.  At  most,  it  is  only  voidable,  and  unless  the 
parties,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  coming  of  age,  seek  to  avoid 
it,  they  will  bo  considered  as  ratifying  it.  {Jones  v.  Butler^  30 
Barb.  R.  641.) 

§  91.  Questions  frequently  arise,  edpecially  in  England,  respecting 
settlements  on  the  marriage  of  wards  of  court,  though  such  qiies* 
tions  have  usually  arisen  in  the  case  of  female  wards ;  and  Mr. 
McPherson'  considers  it  almost  impossible  to  deduce  from  the 
decided  cases  any  general  conclusions  as  to  what  the  court  may 
in  any  particular  instance  Itold  to  be  a  proper  settlement.  {MeP. 
On  Inf.  201.)  It  seenis,  however,  that  settlements  made  under  the 
sanction  of  the  court  take  effect,  like  other  marriage  settlements  of 
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infants,  only  as  contracts  of  the  adult  party,  and  that  their  pro- 
Tisions  do  not  derive  from  the  approval  of  the  court  any  authority 
or  force  which  does  not  belong  to  them  by  the  general  rules  of  law. 
{McP.  an  Ifif.  20%) 

Upon  the  marriage  of  two  infants,  one  being  a  ward  of  conrt, 
the  court  has  no  power  to  compel  a  settlement  to  be  made  by  either 
of  them  during  minority,  not  even  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
infant  ward.    {Field  v.  More,  36  Mig.  Z.  <&  E^.  R,  49S.) 

When  a  female  ward  of  court  marries  a  man  who  has  property 
of  his  own  to  settle,  the  court,  whether  there  has  been  contempt  or 
not,  will  not  allow  the  wife^  fortune  to  be  tied  up  for  the  children 
of  that  marriage,'butwill  take  care  to  enable  her  to  provide  for  a 
future  marriage ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient,  it  seems,  that  the  settle- 
ment should  contain  powers  for  the  wife  to  provide  for  a  second 
husband  and  children  out  of  her  real  estate,  because  she  may  lose  her 
husband  and  marry  again  before  she  attains  full  age,  and  she  cannot 
execute  powers  over  her  real  estate  during  infancy.  { WMe  v. 
JPriee^  5  Veeey^s  R.  398.  Haleey  V;  Hcdeey,  9  t J.  471.  Hewrle 
V.  Oreenbank,  1  ib.  298,  cited  in  McP.  on,  Inf.  202.)  If  a  female 
ward  of  court  is  married  without  the  consent  of  the  court,  the 
court  will  compel  the  husband,  by  process  of  contempt,  to  make 
a  proper  settlement ;  and  in  sucli  cases,  the  interest  wliicli  the  hus- 
band will  be  allowed  to  take  in  the  wife's  property  rests  entirely  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court.  {Stevens  v.  SaH)age^  1  Vea,  Jr.  E,  154. 
Ball  V.  CouUs,  1  Yes.  dk  Beame's  R.  300,  803.) 

In  one  case,  where  a  female  ward  had  been  induced,  at  the  age 
of  sixteen,  to  go  through  a  form  of  marriage  with  a  person  of  low 
condition,  which  was  afterward  regulariy  solemnized.  Lord  Eldon, 
under  the  conviction  that  there  could  not  be  much  expectation  of 
happiness  when  the  husband  had  nothing  and  the  wife  had  the 
whole  control  over  the  property,  directed  a  moderate  settlement  to 
the  husband  during  coverture,  and  lefl  the  wife  to  control  the 
balance  of  tlie  property.  {Bathurst  v.  Murray,  8  Ves.  R.  74.) 
This  same  doctrine  with  respect  to  the  marriage  of  wards  of  court, 
seems  to  be  recoffuized  to  the  fullest  extent  in  the  American  States 
In  a  case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
the  chancellor  (Walworth)  goes  on  to  stow  that  there  is  a  class  of 
csises  in  which  the  court  may  interfere  in  behalf  of  the  wife  or  her 
children,  and  take  from  the  husband,  not  only  the  property  in  action 
which  he  has  acquired  by  the  marriage,  but  also  that  which  he  has 

18 
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reduced  to  possession,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  a  snitable  pro- 
vision for  the  wife  liereelf,  and  also  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 
"  But,"  he  remarks,  "  tliere  are  cases  where  the  husband  has  married 
a  ward  in  chancery  without  the  consent  of  those  who  by  law  are 
intrusted  with  the  protection  of  her  property  and  rights.  In  such 
cases,  as  the  husband  is  guilty  of  contempt,  and   as  the  whole 

'  property  of  the  infant  feTne-^overt  is  under  the  special  protection 
of  the  court,  the  court  itself,  even  without  the  consent  of  tlie  wife, 
may,  upon  the  application  of  any  of  her  friends  in  her  behalf, 
restrain  the  husband  and  his  creditors  from  intermeddling  with  her 
estate  until  a  proper  settlement  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife 
and  the  issue  of  the  marriage."  (  Van  Duzer  v.  Van  Dmety  6 
Paige\  K  366,  369.) 

A  ward  of  chancery  is  a  person  who  is  under  a  guardian  appointed 
by  the  court  of  chancery,  or  a  court  having  equity  powers.  Judge 
Story  says,  "  No  person  is  permitted  to  marry  a  ward  of  court 
without  the  express  sanction  of  the  court,  even  with  the  consent  of 
the  guardian.  If  a  man  should  marry  a  female  ward  without  the 
consent  and  approbation  of  the  court,  he  and  all  others  concerned 
in  aiding  and  abetting  the  act  will  be  treated  as  guilty  of  a  contempt 
of  the  court;  and  the  husband  himself,  even  though  he  were 
ignorant  that  she  was  a  ward  of  the  court,  will  still  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  contempt."    (2  Sto.  Eq.  Jut,  %  1358.) 

§  92.  When  an  infant  has  no  testamentary  guardian,  at  common 
law  he  has  the  power  at  the  age  of  fourteen  to  name  his  guardian 
to  the  court,  and  unless  there  appear^  to  be  some  objection  to  tlie 
person  named,  he  will  be  appointed.  The  competent  age  of  the 
infant  for  choosing  a  guardian,  however,  is  usually  fixed  by  statute, 
and  in  piost  of  the  American  States  fourteen  is  the  age  fixed  for 
males,  and  when  there  is  a  difference  made  between  the  age  of 

.  the  sexes  in  this  respect  it  is  of  twelve  in  females.  Infants,  both 
male  and  female,  may  choose  their  guardians  at  the  age  of  fourteen 
in  the  State  of  New  York  (2  R.  8, part  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  3,  §  4 ;  2  Stat,  at 
Large^  157),  and  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts  {Geii.  Stat  c/i.  109 

*  §  3),  Rhode  Island  {E.  jS.  1857,  cL  138,  §  4),  Indiana  (  2  li.  S.  1862' 
ch,  4.),  Michigan  (2  Ooinp.  L,  ch,  110),  Wisconsin  {R,  S,  ch,  112), 
Nebraska  {R.  S.  ch,  22,  §  3),  Oregon  {Gen,  Laws  1S64,  ch  12,  §  5), 
Texas  {Oldham- dk  White's  Dig.  arts,  951,  952),  and  probably  in 
many  others.  In  Vermont  it  is  provided  that  the  father,  if  living, 
and  if  dead  the  mother  remaining  unmarried,  shall  be  the  guardian 
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of  their  minor  children ;  and  that  the  mother  of  illegitimates,  while 
WBoammed^  shall  be  guardian  of  her  minor  children  for  all  pnrpoBes 
xmtil  another  shall  be  appointed.    (/?.  B.  1868,  ch.  72,  §§  2,  3.) 

An  infant  father  may  generally  appoint  a  guardian  for  his  chil- 
dren by  deed  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  though  in  England 
tliey  have  a  statute  which  has  taken  away  from  an  infant  father, 
the  power  to  appoint  a  testamentary  guardian  (1  Vict.  ch.  26) ;  and 
perhaps  this  statute  has  been  copied  into  the  laws  of  some  of  the 
American  States.  But'  the  statutes  of  New  York,  New  Jei-sey, 
Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Alabama,  and  probably  most  of  the  other 
states  of  the  Union,  allow  a  father,  being  a  minor,  to  appoint  a  tes- 
tamentary guardian  for  his  infant  children,  who  will  have  all  tlio 
powers  of  a  guardian  in  common  socage.  (2  Kents  Com.  231,  note 
J.)  In  the  State  of  New  York,  however,  no  man  can  create  any 
testamentary  guardian  for  any  children,  unless  the  mother,  if 
living,  signify  her  assent  thereto  in  writing.  {Laws  1862,  cA.  172 
§  6.)  In  the  State  of  Tennessee  it  is  expressly  provided  by  statute 
that  a  father  under  age  may  dispose  of  the  custody  of  his  children. 
{Code  of  1858,  §  2492.)  In  the  State  of  Maryland  the  mothei 
may  appoint  a  guardian  by  will  for  her  infant  children.  (1  Code, 
art.  93.) 


CHAPTER  IZ. 

OF  rS^KST^  CONTRACTS  WHICH  THE  LAW  REQUIRES  —  ENLISTMENTS  IN 
THE  ARMY  AND  NAVY INDENTtlRES  OF.  APPRENTICESHIP  —  EXECU- 
TION OF  TRUSTS. 

§  93.  As  a  general  rule,  whatever  an  infant  is  bound  to  do  by 
la-w,  the  same  will  bind  him  though  he  do  it  without  a  suit  at  law. 
For  example,  after  an  order  of  filiation  an  infant  is  bound  by  law 
to  support  his  illegitimate  child,  and  it  is  held  in  such  a  case  that 
his  promise  to  pay  for  necessaries  furnished  to  the  child  would  be 
valid.  The  statutes  of  New  York  and  of  several  others  of  the 
states,  oblige  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child  to  indemnify 
the  city,  town  or  county  against  the  expenses  of  supporting  such 
ille*ntimate  child,  and  makes  it  necessary  for  him  to  enter  into 
bonds,  with  sureties,  for  that  purpose,  as  the  only  means  by  which 
lie  can  obtain  a  discharge  from  arrest ;  and  it  is  held  that  under 
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those  Btatntes  an  infant  putative  father  has  a  legal  capacitj  to 
make  a  binding  obligation  in  such  a  case.  {The  People  v.  Moares^ 
4  Demons  R.  518.)  So,  also,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  an  infant 
imprisoned  on  an  execution  in  a  civil  suit,  is  entitled  to  a  dischai^ 
from  imprisonment  on  assigning  his  property  in  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  and  in  such  a  case  his  assignment 
would  be  valid,  notwithstanding  his  nonage,  and  could  not  be 
avoided.  {The  People  v.  MuUin^  25  Wend.  E.  698.)  And  in  a 
case  in  Massachusetts,  Parsons,  Ch.  J.,  saM,  infants  are  bound  by 
all  acts  which  they  are  obliged  by  law  to  do.  {BaJcer  v.  Lovett,  6 
Mase,  R,  80.)  And  in  a  still  later  case*  in  the  same  state,  the  court 
held,  that,  inasmucli  as  the  Massachusetts  bastardy  act  requires  that 
the  party  accused  of  being  the  father  of  a  bastard  child,  shall  give 
a  bond,  with  sureties,  infancy  is  no  defense,  either  for  the  infant  or 
his  sureties,  to  an  action  on  such  bond.  {McCdll  y.  Parker^  13 
Mete.  P.  372.) 

Lord  Mansfield,  over  a  hundred  years  ago,  laid  down  the  rule, 
that  if  an  infant  does  a  right  act  which  he  ought  to  do,  which  be 
was  compellable  to  do,  it  will  bind  him ;  and  said  that  "  there  is  no 
occasion  to  enumerate  instances ;  tlie  authorities  are  express,  and 
the  reason  decisive.  Generally,  whatsoever  an  infant  is  bonne}  to 
do  by  law,  the  same  shall  bind  him,  albeit  he  doth  it  without  suit 
of  law."    {Zouch  V.  Parsons^  3  Purr.  P.  1801.) 

A  promissory  note  given  by  the  putative  father  of  an  illegitimate 
child,  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  on  a  settlement  with  the  mother,  is 
valid,  and  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  plea  of  infancy.  {Garvin  v. 
Boston^  8  Pxd.  P,  69.)  All  acts  of  necessity  performed  by  an 
infant,  whatever  they  be,  are  binding  and  cannot  be  avoided. 
{Stephen^^  Nid  PriuSy  2049.) 

§  94.  An  infant  is  bound  by  any  act  which  the  court  would 
require  him  to  perform.  If  a  father  buy  land,  and  take  a  deed  for 
it  in  the  name  of  his  infant  son,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his 
creditors,  and  afterward  sell  the  land  to  an  innocent  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  the  infant,  at  the  request  of  his 
father,  convey  the  legal  title  to  the  purchaser,  he  cannot  avoid  die 
deed  after  he  becomes  of  age,  for  the  reason  that  he  has  only 
the  naked  title,  by  the  fraudulent  act  of  his  father,  and  no  rights 
against  a  creditor  or  purchaser,  and  therefore  when  he  conveys,  he 
merely  parts  with  the  naked  title,  and  only  does  what  a  court  of 
equity  will  compel  him  to  do.  {EUiot  v.  Hem^  10  Ala.  P.  348, 353.) 


BINDING  ACTS  OF  INFANTS.  141 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  when  an  infant  is  bonnd  to  renew  any 
lease,  it  is  prorided  by  statute  that  the  person  interested  may  make 
him  do  it  by  petition  to  the  circuit  court  or  the  court  of  chancery. 
{Code  of  1849,  cK  36,  §  1.}  Where  the  court  directs  an  infant  to 
eonrey  real  estate  in  performance  of  an  agreement  entered  into  by 
the  ancestor  in  bis  life-time,  and  such  infant  releases  and  conveys 
the  title  whereof  the  ancestor  died  seised,  he  cannot  repudiate  his 
deed  on  coming  of  age.  {Matter  of  Ellison^  5  Johns.  Ch,  H.  261.) 
However,  when  the  infant  is  ordered  to  convey,  in  such  a  case  the 
conveyance  should  be  executed  and  delivered  for  him  by  the 
guardian  ad  liiem  ( Van  Sckaick  v.  Stuyveaant^  2  Edw.  Ch.  R,  204) ; 
and  th^  conveyance  mu^  conform  to  the  order  of  the  court  directing 
such  conveyance  in  performance  of  the  contract  of  the  ancestor. 
{HyaU  V.  Seeley,  11  N.  Y.  B.  52.) 

An  infant  who  receives  property  under  a  contract  of  sale  to  him 
and  then  surrenders  it  to  the  seller,  intending  to  give  up  all  his 
interest  in  it,  cannot  afterward  avoid  such  surrender  and  retake  the 
property  from  the  possession  of  the  seller.  He  is  bound  by  his  act 
of  surrender  as  absolutely  as  though  he  were  an  adult.  The  sale 
to  the  infant  would  be  voidable  by  him  and  his  surrender  of  the 
property  would  be  an  act  of  avoidance,  and  would  invest  the  rights 
of  the  vendor  in  him,  and  the  infant  would  thereby  cease  to  have 
any  right  over  the  property.    {Edgerion  v.  Wolf  6  Oray^a  B,  453.) 

Lord  Mansfield  laid  down  the  rule,  as  collected  from  the  books 
in  bis  day,  '*  that  the  acts  of  an  infant  which  do  not  touch  his 
interest,  but  take  effect  from  an  authority  which  he  is  trusted  to 
exercise,  are  binding; "  and  he,  therefore,  held  that  the  conveyance 
of  an  infant  mortgagee  is' binding  from  the  fact  that  conveying  is 
no  more  than  delivering  up  a  security  when  it  is  satisfied.  {Zouch 
V.  Parsons^  3  Burr.  B.  1794,  1802.)  And  generally  speaking,  it 
may  be  averred  that  an  infapt  at  common  law  may  do  acts  in 
which  he  is  a  "mere  instrument  or  conduit  pipe,"  and  in  which  hi? 
interest  is  not  concerned,  {Hearie  v.  GreenbanK  3  Aik,  B.  710.) 
Upon  this  principle  he  may  execute  a  power  simply  collateral, 
though  he  cannot  execute  a  power  over  property  of  any  kind 
vhich  is  not  simply  collateral.  Hearie  v.  Oreenbank^  3  Atk.  B, 
695.) 

Where  a  statute  declares  the  effect  of  any  particular  proceeding, 
and  mak^  no  escception,  the  court  can  make  none  on  the  ground 
of  any  inherent  equity  applicable  to  infants.    {Demareat  v.  Wynr 
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cocpj  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  138,  147.)  In  the  construction  of  statates  as 
applicable  to  these  cases,  the  only  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
authorities  is,  that  when  the  words  of  a  law,  in  their  common  and 
ordinary  signification,  are  sufficient  to  include  infants,  the  virtual 
exception  must  be  drawn  from  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
•  manifested  by  other  parts  of  the  law,  from  the  general  purpose  and 
design  of  the  law,  and  from  the  subject-matter.  {JShrl  qf  Bucking- 
JiaTnahire  v.  Drury^  WUmdVa  Notes  194.) 

§  95.  As  has  been  before  stated,  the  rule  is  that  whatever  the 
law  requires  an  infant  to  do  he  may  do,  and  his  act  will  absolutely 
bind  him.  On  this  subject.  Professor  Parsons  says,  that  there  is  no 
principle  of  law  placing  infants  on  the  same  footing  as  other  persons 
whenever  they  enter  into  contracts  which  owe  their  validity  and 
the  means  of  their  enforcement  to  statutes ;  and,  further,  that  in  all 
statutes  containing  general  words  there  is  an  implied  or  virtual 
exception  in  favor  of  persons  whose  disability  the  common  law 
recognizes.  (1  Parsons  on  ton.  282,  referring  to  the  Northwestern 
liailway  v.  MoMichael^  6  Exch.  R.  124.) 

In  a  case  in  the  court  of  queen's  bench,  two  of  the  judges — Lord 
Benman  and  Patteson,  J. — expressed  the  opinion  that  when,  by  a 
statute,  a  shareholder  in  an  incorporated  company  is  liable  to  the 
company  for  calls  in  his  character  of  shareholder,  the  fact  of  infancy 
will  make  no  difference.  {Cork  and  Bandon  Railway  v.  Cazen- 
ove^  10  Q.  B.  R.  935.)  But  the  court  of  exchequer  (in  the  case  of 
the  Northwestern  Railway  v.  McMichad^  s%ipra)  refused  assent  to 
the  doctrine.  This,  however,  does  not  at  all  conflict  with  the  rule 
that  when  a  statute  requires  certain  specified  parties  to  enter  into 
a  given  obligation,  without  any  exception,  infants  are  included, 
and  their  acts  cannot  be  avoided. 

§  96.  Another  class  of  binding  contracts  made  by  infants  com- 
prises those  made  in  compliance  with  a  statute  authorizing  them  to 
make  contracts  for  the  public  service.  For  example,  the  statute 
authorizes  an  infant  of  a  certain  age  to  enlist  in  the  army  or  navy, 
and  such  a  contract  is  neither  void  nor  voidable.  {Story  on  Con. 
§  73.  United  States  v,  Bairibridge^  1  Masan^s  R.  71.  Common- 
wealth V.  Harrison^  11  Mass.  R.  65.  Commonwealth  v.  Cushingj 
lb,  71.     Comm/mwealth  v.  Murray^  4  Binn.  R.  487.) 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  that  such  an 
enlistment  is  binding  at  common  law.  {Com/monwealih  v.  JarMe^ 
1  Serg.  <&  Rawh^s  R.  93.)    By  the  law  of  Congress  and  the  statates 
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of  most  of  the  States,  t^e  consent  of  the  parent  or  guardian  is 
necessary  in  order  to  the  v^idity  of  the  enlistment,  and  if  such 
consent  be  not;  obtained  the  minor  maybe  discharged  by  State 
authority,  {Matter  of  CarUon^  7  Cow.  li.  471.  State  v.  Dimick^ 
12  jST.  5".  jR.  194.  Commonwealth  v.  CaUan^  6  Binn.  R.  255. 
United  States  v.  Anderson^  Cookers  [Tenn.']  R.  143.)  But  the  con- 
sent, however,  need  not  be  obtained  hefore  the  enlistment.  {Com- 
monvDeaUh  v.  Camac,  1  Serg.  dk  BawWe  R.  87.) 

In  Maine  and  Massachusetts  the  enlistment  of  an  infant  over 
eighteen  years  of  age  into  a  volunteer  company  is  neither  void  nor 
voidable,  although  made  without  the  consent  of  parent  or  guardian. 
(Stevens  v.  JFoss^  18  Maine  R.  19.  Porter  v.  Sherburne^  21  iK 
258.  Comm^mwedUh  v.  Frosty  13  Mass,  R.  491.  Deway^  Petitioner^ 
11  Pick.  R.  265.)  And  in  such  case  the  infant  would,  be  liable  on 
a  prosecution,  criminaZiter,  for  neglect  of  duty.  ( Winslow  v. 
Anderson,  4  Mass.  R.  376.  Stevens  v.  Foss,  supra.  Porter  v. 
Skerbumey  supra.) 

By  the  statute  of  New  York  it  is  declared  that  no  person  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  shall  enlist  in  or  join  any  uniform 
troop  or  company  without  the  consent  of  his  parent  or  guardian 
master  or  mistress.  {La/ws  of  1862,  ch,  477,  §  33.)  An  enlistment 
contrary  to  this  statute  would  be  void.  An  agreement  of  an  infant 
under  the  age  requisite  for  enrollment  into  the  militia  to  go  as  a 
substitute  for  another  into  actual  service,  is  not  binding,  even 
though  made  with  the  consent  of  his  father,  and  although  the 
consideration  be  fully  paid.  {Grace  v.  WiUjer^  10  Johns.  R,  453.) 
The  rule  would  be  different  when  there  is  a  statute  specially  provid- 
ing for  the  engagement  to  serve  as  a  substitute,  as  there  was  with 
reference  to  service  in  the  late  war  of  the  rebellion  in  the  United 
States.  If  the  statute  authorize  the  employment  of  substitutes 
under  age,  then,  of  course,  the  engagement  of  a  substitute  would 
be  binding  on  the  infant  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  an  original 
enlistment.  But  when  a  minor  is  held  to  servnce  in  the  army  or 
navy  by  force  of  a  statute.  Professor  Parsons  states,  upon  authority, 
that  it  is  not  the  contract  of  enlistment  which  binds  him,  but  the 
statutory  duty.  "In  all  cases,"  he  adds,  "the  only  criterion  is, 
whether  the  liability  is  derived  from  the  contract.  If  it  be  derived 
from  contract,  the  common  law  exceptions  apply  to  it;  otherwise 
not."  {Parsons  on  Con.  281,  citinff  United  States  v.  Jiainbridgey  1 
Mason^s  R.  71,  and  Parke,  B,  Newry  cfe  Enniskillen  Railway  v. 
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Goovnhe^  9  Ej»h.  R,  569.)  Bnt  however  this  may  be,  perhaps,  iB 
not  very  material.  It  ib  only  important  to  show  that  minors  are 
bonnd  by  such  engagements.    ^ 

§  97.  Another  act  of  an  infant  which  he  may  not  repudiate  is  his 
engagement,  to  serve  as  an  apprentice  to  learn  some  art  or  trade 
with  the  consent  of  his  parents  or  guardian,  or  other  person  pro- 
vided by  statute.  This  act,  being  manifestly  for  the  benefit  of  the 
infant,  he  is  competent  to  perform,  and  the  relation  of  master  and 
apprentice,  created  by  the  indenture  to  which  he  is  a  party,  cannot 
be  dissolved  by  the  infant.  {Rex  v.  Oreat  Wigston,  10  ^g.  C.  L. 
B.  161.  King  v.  Amealy,  6  *.  385.  10  Mees.  <b  WeU.  JS.  195. 
Woodruff  V.  Zogan^  1  English's  [Ark]  R.  276. 

Formerly,  if  not  at  present,  by  the  custom  of  London  in  England, 
an  infant  unmarried  and  above  the  age  of  fourteen,  could  bind- 
himself  apprentice  to  a  freeman  of  London,  by  indenture,  with 
proper  covenants,  and  the  same  was  as  binding  as  though  the  party 
had  been  of  full  age,  and  for  a  breach  of  the  covenants  contained 
in  the  indenture  an  action  could  be  brought  in  any  other  court  as 
well  as  in  the  courts  of  the  city.  {Bvng.  on  Inf.  90,  per  opinion 
qf  Lord  Eldon.    Brand  v.  WeVb,  2  Bos.  dk  Pull.  R  96.) 

The  father  or  parent  at  common  law  might  bind  his  infant  an 
apprentice  without  the  infant  joining  in  the  articles ;  but,  as  a 
general  rule,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  the  matter  of 
master  and  apprentice  is  governed  by  statute,  and,  in  all  such  cases, 
the  statute  is  considered  as  controlling  the  common  law.  {Matter 
of  McDowUs^  8  J.  ii?.  331.)  It  has  been  held  in  one  case  in  Mas- 
sachusetts, that  the  father  may,  at  common  law,  bind  his  infant 
son  to  servi<5e  independent  of  a  statute.  {Day  v.  Everett^  7.  Muss. 
R.  145.)  But  this  doctrine  is  contrary  to  the  rule  in  England,  and 
to  the  construction  given  to  the  statutes  of  several  of  the  American 
States.  The  rule,  as  laid  down  in  England,  is,  that  infanta  of 
either  sex  may  be  bound  by  indenture  executed  by  themselves  and 
not  otherwise,  as  apprentices  to  any  person,  to  an  infant  even,  for 
any  number  of  years,  but  the  indentures  are  widable  by  the  infants 
at  twenty-one,  and  will  be  held  to  be  avoided  by  a  proper  and 
deliberate  announcement  to  that  eflFect  {McPherson  on  Inf.  479. 
Rex  V.  St.  Petrex,  4  T.  R.  196.    Eepa/rts  Davis,  6  ib.  715.) 

§  98.  The  origin  of  the  English  law  of  apprenticesliip,  as  given 
by  Professor  Parsons,  is  interesting  and  worthy  to  be  noted.  It 
seems  that  the  law  grew  out  of  and  rested  upon  the  ancient  estab- 
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lishment  of  guilds  or  companies  for  trade  or  handicraft,  which  were 
once  almost  universal  throughout  Europe,  and  still  generally  subsist, 
though  much  modified  in  form  and  effect.  No  one  could  pursue  a 
trade  or  mechanical  occupation  on  his  own  account  who  was  not 
a  member  of  such  guild  or  company.  Nor  could  he  become  a 
member  except  by  a  regular  apprenticeship.  A  change  of  trade, 
therefore,  became  verj'  difficult,  and  the  several  companies  provided 
with  great  care  against  such  increase  of  their  members  as  should 
render  it  too  difficult  for  all  to  find  occupation.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, to  enter  upon  an  apprenticeship  which  led  to  such 
membership  was  to  acquire  a  support  for  life,  and  it  was  usual  to 
pay  large  fees  to  the  master.  This  custom  exists  in  England  at 
the  present  day,     (1  Paraona  on  Coiu  533.) 

In  this  country  every  employment  is  open  to  all,  and  every 
person  is  at  liberty  to  engage  in  such  business  as  he  pleases,  and  to 
change  his  business  as  often  as  he  pleases,  and  therefore  the  appren- 
ticeship system  is  less  important  and  apprenticeships  less  common 
with  us  than  in  Europe. 

§  99.  The  subject  of  apprenticeship  is  regulated  by  statute  in 
England  and  in  most  of  the  American  States.  In  the  State  of 
New  York  every  male- infant,  and  every  unmarried  female  under 
the  age  of  eighteen  years,  may,  of  his  or  her  own  free  will,  bind 
himself  or  herself,  in  writing,  to  serve  as  clerk,  apprentice  or  serv- 
ant in  any  profession,  trade  or  employment ;  if  a  male,  until  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  if  a  female,  until  the  age  of  eighteen 
years,  or  for  any  shorter  time;  and  such  binding  will  be  as  valid 
and  effectual  as  if  such  infant  was  of  fall  age  at  the  time  of  making 
the  engagement.  Such  binding,  however,  must  be  with  the  consent 
of  the  father  of  the  infant.  If  he  be  dead,  or  be  not  in  a  legal 
'apacity  to  give  his  consent,  or  if  behave  abandoned  and  neglected 
to  provide  for  his  family,  and  such  fact  be  certified  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  the  town,  and  indorsed  on  the  indenture,  then  the 
consent  may  be  given  by  the  mother  of  the  infant.  If  the  mother 
be  dead,  or  be  not  in  a  legal  capacity  to  give  such  consent,  or 
refuse,  then  the  consent  may  be  given  by  the  guardian  of  the 
infant  duly  appointed.  If  tho  infant  have  no  parent  living,  or 
none  in  a  legal  capacity  to  give  consent,  and  tliere  be  no  guardian, 
then  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  any  two  justices  of  the  peace  of 
the  town,  or  any  judge  of  the  county  comt  of  the  county  where  the 
infant  resides,  may  give  the  consent.     The  consent  is  required  to 
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be  signified  in  writing,  by  the  person  entitled  to  give  the  same,  by 
a  certificate  at  the  end  of,  or  indorsed  npon,  the  indentares,  and  not 
otherwise.  The  executors  of  any  last  will  of  a  father,  who  is 
directed  in  such  will  to  bring  up  his  child  to  some  trade  or  calling, 
may  bind  such  child  to  service  as  a  clerk  or  apprentice,  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  father  might  have  done  if  living.  In  case  the  child 
has  been  sent  to  the  county  poor-house,  or  is  chargeable  to  the 
county,  the  county  superintendents  of  the  poor  may  bind  out  such 
child ;  or  in  case  the  child  is  chargeable  to  a  town  or  city,  then  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  such  town  or  city  may  bind  out  such  child 
to  be  a  clerk,  apprentice  or  servant,  with  the  consent,  in  writing, 
of  any  two  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  town,  or  of  the  mayor, 
recorder  or  aldennan  of  the  city,  or  any  two  of  them ;  which  bind- 
ing will  be  as  effectual  as  if  the  child  had  bound  himself  with  the 
consent  of  his  father.  The  age  of  the  infant  so  bound  must  be 
inserted  in  the  indentures,  and  will  be  taken  to  be  the  true  age 
without  further  proof;  and  whenever  public  officers  are  authorized 
to  execute  the  indentures,  or  their  consent  is  required  to  the  validity 
of  the  same,  it  is  made  their  duty  to  inform  themselves  ftilly  of  the 
infant's  age.  Every  sum  of  money  paid  or  agreed  for,  with  or  in 
relation  to  the  binding  out  of  any  clerk  or  apprentice,  must  be 
inserted  in  the  indentures.  If  the  child  is  bound  out  by  the  super- 
intendent of  the  poor  of  the  county,  or  by  the  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  a  city  or  town,  the  indentures  must  contain  an  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  person  to  whom  the  child  is  bound,  that  he  will 
cause  such  child  to  be  instructed  to  read  and  write,  and,  if  a  male, 
will  cause  him  to  be  instructed  in  the  general  rules  of  arithmetic, 
and  that  the  master  will  give  to  the  apprentice,  at  the  expiration 
of  his  or  her  service,  a  new  Bible.  (2  i?.  S.  part  2,  ch.  8,  title  4, 
aH.  1,  §§  1-11.     2  Stat,  at  Large,  160-162.) 

§  100.  The  statute  of  New  York  may  be  taken  as  a  sample,  in 
all  essential  respects,  of  the  general  law  in  the  several  states,  and 
contains  the  substance  of  the  English  statute  law  on  the  subject 
By  the  New  York  statute  it  is  expressly  declared  that  no  indenture 
or  contract  for  the  service  of  an  apprentice  shall  be  valid  as  against 
the  person  whose  services  may  be  claimed,  unless  made  in  the 
manner  prescribed ;  and  the  county  superintendents  of  the  poor  and 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  are  made  the  guardians  of  every  ])er8on 
bound  or  held  to  service  in  their  respective  cities  or  towns,  to  take 
care  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  service  be  fulfilled,  and  that 
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BTich  person  "be  properly  used ;  and  it  is  made  their  especial  duty  to 
inquire  into  the  treatment  of  every  such  person  and  redress  any 
grievance  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.  It  is  further  provided 
that  if  any  person  lawfully  bound  to  service  shall  willfully  absent 
himself  from  such  service,  without  the  leave  of  his  master,  he  shall 
be  compelled  to  serve  double  the  time  of  such  absence,  unless  he 
otlienvise  make  satisfaction  for  the  loss  and  injury  sustained  by  such 
absence ;  but  the  additional  service  can  in  no  case  extend  beyond 
three  yeare  next  after  the  end  of  the  original  term  of  service.  If 
any  apprentice  shall  refuse  to  serve,  according  to,  the  provisions  of 
tlie  statute  or  the  terms  of  his  contract  or  indentures,  his  master 
may  apply  to  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county,  or  to  the 
mayor,  recorder,  or  any  alderman  of  the  city  where  he  resides,  who 
is  authorized  by  warrant  or  otherwise  to  send  for  the  person  so 
refusing,  and,  if  sucli  refusal  be  persisted  in,  to  commit  such  person 
by  warrant  to  the  bridewell,  house  of  correction,  or  common  jail  of 
the  city  or  comity,  there  to  remain  until  such  person  consents  to 
serve  according  to  law.  On  complaint  being  made  on  oath,  by  any 
master,  touching  any  misdemeanor  or  ill  behavior  of  any  such 
person,  to  any  two  justices  of  the  peace  of  tlie  county,  or  to  the 
mayor,  recorder,  and  aldermen  of  any  city,  or  any  two  of  them,  it  is 
made  their  duty  to  cause  the  person  complained  of  to  be  brought 
before  them,  to  hear,  examine  and  determine  the  complaint ;  and 
if  the  complaint  appear  to  be  well  founded,  the  officers  may,  by 
warrant,  commit  the  offender  to  the  house  of  correction,  or  to  the 
common  jail  of  the  county,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  one  month, 
there  to  be  employed  in  hard  labor  and  to  be  confined  in  a  room 
with  no  other  person ;  or  they  may,  by  a  certificate  under  their 
hands,  discharge  the  offender  from  his  service  and  the  master  from 
all  obligations  to  such  offender.  And  if  any  master  be  guilty  of 
any  cruelty,  misnsage,  refusal  of  necessary  provisions  or  clothing, 
or  any  other  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  law,  or  of  the  terms 
of  the  indenture  or  contract,  toward  any  such  person  l)Ound  to 
service,  such  person  may  make  complaint  to  any  two  of  the  ofiUcera 
above  specified,  who  are  thereupon  required  to  summon  tlie  parties 
before  them',  and  examine  into,  hear  and  determine  the  complaint^ 
and  by  certificate  under  their  hands  discharge  such  person  from  his 
obligation  of  service.  In  case  the  master  or  mistress  of  any  such 
apprentice  shall  have  received,  or  be  entitled  to  I'eceive,  any  simi 
of  money  with  the  apprentice,  as  a  compensation  for  his  instruction) 
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then,  on  the  complaint  aforeeaid,  the  said  officers  may  make  such 
order  and  direction  between  the  master  and  the  person  bonnd  to 
service  as  the  eqnity  of  the  case  may  require ;  and,  if  the  difficulty 
cannot  be  compounded  or  reconciled,  the  officer  may  recognize  tho 
master  to  appear  at  the  next  court  of  sessions  of  such  county,  in 
such  sum  and  with  such  sureties  as  he  shall  approve,  and  the 
matter  will  then  be  adjudicated  upon  and  disposed  of  by  the  court 
of  sessions.  (2  E.  S.  part  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  4,  art.  3,  §§  26-43.  2  Stat, 
at  Zarge^  165-167.) 

§  101.  Infants  coming  from  any  foreign  country  beyond  sea, 
may  bind  themselves  to  service  until  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
'one  years,  or  for  a  shorter  term,  or  if  such  contract  of  service  be 
made  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money  to  pay  his  passage,  or  for  the 
payment  of  such  passage,  the  term  may  be  for  one  year,  although 
such  term  may  extend  beyond  the  time  when  such  person  will  be 
of  fiiU  age,  but  it  cannot  be  for  a  longer  term.  Such  contract, 
however,  will  not  bind  the  servant,  unless  it  be  acknowledged  by 
him  before  some  mayor,  I'eeorder,.  or  alderman  of  a  city,  or  before 
some  justice  of  the  peace ;  nor  unless  a  certificate  of  such  acknowl- 
edgment, and  that  the  same  was  made  freely  on  a  private  examination, 
be  indorsed  on  such  contract ;  and  such  contracts,  in  cases  of  infants 
coming  from  beyond  sea,  may  be  assigned  by  the  master,  by  an 
instrument  in  writing  indorsed  thereon,  executed  in  the  presence 
of  two  witnesses,  provided  the  assignment  be  approved  of,  in 
writing,  by  any  of  the  magistrates  above  mentioned,  and  such 
approbation  must  be  indorsed  on  the  contract.  (2  H,  S.  part  2, 
cA,  8.  tit.  4,  art.  1,  §§  12-14.     2  Stat,  at  Large,  162.) 

§  102.  In  the  State  of  Maine,  infants  may  be  bound  as  appren- 
tices or  servants,  females  until  they  are  eighteen  years  of  age,  and 
males  until  they  are  twenty-one,  by  the  father,  or,  if  he  be  dead  or 
legally  incompetent,  by  the  mother  or  lawful  guardian,  and  if  ille- 
gitimate, by  the  mother,  or,  if  there  be  no  competent  parent  or 
guardian,  then  the  minor  may  bind  himself,  with  the  approbation 
of  the  selectmen  of  the  town.  If  the  infant  is  above  the  age  of 
fourteen,  he  must  assent  to  the  contract  by  signing  the  indenture. 
The  overseers  of  the  poor  may  bind  out  the  children  of  paupers.  The 
court  may  discharge  either  party  from  the  obligations  of  the  con- 
tract for  good  cause,  as  in  New  York.  The  death  of  the  master 
discharges  the  apprentice,  and  the  articles  are  not  assignable ;  but 
the  father  may  assign  or  contract  for  the  services  of  his  children 
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• 

daring  tlieir  minority.  {M.  S.  chs.  24,  62.)  The  same  is  sub- 
Btantially  the  law  m  New  Hampshire,  {Comp.  JStat.  1853,  ck. 
160),  also  in  Massachusetts  {Qen.  Stat  oh.  Ill,  §§  2,  3). 

In  Massachusetts,  however,  tlie  statute  provides  that  a  respon 
sible  person  shall  become  obligated  to  the  master  of  the  apprentice 
in  the  siun  of  two  hundred  dollars,  that  the  apprentice  shall  faith- 
fully serve  such  master  the  full  term  of  apprenticeship.  (Suppleimnt 
to  Gm.  Stat.  ch.  270.) 

And  in  the  same  state,  it  has  been  held  that  an  indenture  made 
in  another  state,  between  the  citizens  thereof,  by  which  a  mother, 
after  the  death  of  the  father,  commits  a  child  to  the  care  and  cus- 
tody of  a  trustee  of  a  society  of  Shakers,  to  be  brought  up  and 
instructed  according  to  their  principles  and  usages,  is  binding  on 
the  mother,  althongh  not  in  the  foraa  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  that 
state,  in  order  to  bind  the  child  ;  and  if  the  child  be  well  cared  for 
by  the  Shakers,  and  being  of  sufficient  mind  and  capacity  to  judge, 
desire  to  remain  with  them,  the  mother  will  not  be  allowed  to 
reclaim  such  child.    {Curtis  v.  Cv/rtid^  6  Gray^s  li.  535.) 

In  the  State  of  Vennont,  minore  over  fourteen  years  of  age  may 
be  bound  as  apprentices  and  servants  by  their  father  or  guardian, 
-with  the  expressed  consent  of  the  minor  in  the  indenture,  and  cer- 
tified by  his  signing  the  same.  {R.  S.  1863,  ch,  72,  §  48,  ajid  cK 
73,  §§  1-3.)  The  selectmen  are  required  to  inquire  into  the  treat- 
ment of  apprentices  and  servants  employed  in  manufacturing 
establishments.  {IK  ch.  72,  §  11.)  In  the  State  of  Ehode  Island 
the  law  on  this  subject  is  similar  to  that  in  Vermont.  {R.  S.  1857, 
eh.  139,  §§'  1-26.)  The  law  is  substantially  the  same  in  Connecticut 
as  in  Vermont,  and  it  is  expressly  held  by  the  courts  of  Con- 
necticut that  a  parol  binding  is  not  valid,  and  that  an  apprenticeship 
cannot  be  created  except  by  an  instrument  in  writing.  {R.  S.  1866, 
tit.  13,  ch.  6,  §  93.  dieters  v.  Zord,  18  Conn.  B.  337.)  The  law 
18  substantially  the  same  in  New  Jersey  as  in  Connecticut. 
{Elmer^s  Dig.  1855,  p.  22,  §  1.)  The  same  in  Pennsylvania. 
{PurdofCs  Dig.  ch.  51,  §  1.  The  same  in  Ohio,  but  if  the  guar- 
dian binds  the  infant  out,  the  court  of  common  pleas  must  approve 
the  terms.  (1  R.  S.  ch.  5.)  The  same  in  Missouri.  {Gen.  Stat. 
eh.  117,  §§  2,  3.)  The  same  in  Oregon.  {Gen.  Laws  1845-1864, 
cK  12,  §  37.)    The  same  in  Virginia.     {Code,  1849,  ch.  126,  §  1.) 

The  law  in  Michigan  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  New  York. 
(2  Comp.  Laws,  ch.  111.)    In  Wisconsin  the  same.    {R.  S.  ch.  113.) 
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The  same  in  Kentucky,  though  it  is  expressly  provided  that  on  the 
death  of  the  master,  servitude  ceases.  (2  7?.  S.  ch.  64.)  In  Iowa 
the  law  is  similar  to  the  New  York  statute.  {Rev.  Laws  1860,  ch, 
106.) 

The  law  in  Louisiana  is  the  same  substantially  as  in  Maine,  except 
that  the  consent  may  be  given  to  the  apprenticeship  by  the  father 
of  the  infant  or  his  tutor,  or  the  parish  judge.  The  contract  must 
be  made  before  a  notary,  and  read  to  and  signed  by  the  jjartic^. 
{R.  S.  1856,  p.  836,  §  1.) 

In  North  Carolina,  the  county  court  may  bind  out  j)oor  oq^han 
diildren  and  illegitimate  children  for  the  usual  terms  as  appren- 
tices ;  and  the  master  is  required  to  teach  them  to  read  and  write, 
and  at  the  expiration  of  theii*  apprenticeship  to  make  them  an 
allowance  (1  Revised  Code^  ch.  5,  §§  1,  2) ;  and  the  infant  can  only 
be  bound  by  a  deed  executed  by  both  the  father  and  the  child. 
{Mtisfff'ovc  V.  Kemeygay^  7  Jonei  Law  R,  71.) 

In  Maryland,  the  father  may  bind  out  his  infant  child  as  an 
apprentice  on  reasonable  terms,  without  any  consent  on  the  part  of 
the  child.  (1  Maryland  Code^  art,^  6.)  The  laws  of  the  other 
states  upon  the  subject  are  probably  quite  similar  to  those  of 
the  states  named,  and  the  general  principles  of  apprenticesliips 
applicable  in  England  and  in  the  states  already  enumerated,  are 
recognized  in  all  the  states. 

§  103.  In  England  and  in  many  of  the  states  of  the  American 
Union,  statutes  exist  having  for  their  object  the  protection  of 
children  from  laborious  toil  unsuitable  to  their  years.  Thus,  in 
England  the  hours  of  labor  for  apprentices  and  servants  are  limited 
to  ten  hours  in  any  one  day,  and  to  fifty  hours  in  any  one  week. 
(10  c6  11  Vict  ch.  29.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine,  children  under  fourteen  years  of  age  are 
not  to  be  employed  in  manufacturing  establishments  more  than 
ten  hours  per  day.  {R.  S.  chs.  48,  82.)  There  is  a  similar  pro- 
vision in  New  Hampshire.  {Comp.  La.w8  1853,  ch.  149,  §  35.) 
And  also  in  Pennsylvania.  {Brighdey'^8  Dig.  p.  452,  §§  1-6.)  In 
the  State  of  Connecticut  children  under  ten  years  are  not  to  be 
employed  in  factories  at  all,  and  those  above  that  age  and  under 
eighteen  are  not  to  be  employed  in  any  manufacturing  or 
mechanical  establishment  more  than  twelve  hours  in  any  one 
day,  or  more  than  sixty-nine  hours  in  one  week.  {R.  S.  1866,  tit. 
13,  ch.  4,  §  50.) 
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In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  is  provided  tJiat  children 
between  the  ages  of  twelve  and  fifteen  years  of  age,  who  have  been 
in  the  state  six  months,  shall  not  be  employed  in  any  manufactur- 
ing establishment  unless  they  have  been  in  school  under  competent 
teachers  for  at  least  eleven  weeks  during  the  twelve  months  next 
preceding  the.  employment  of  such  children  in  such  factory,  and 
that  during  each  tw^elve  montlis  of  such  employment  they  shall  be 
in  school  the  like  term  of  eleven  weeks  under  like  competent 
teachers.  {Gen.  Stat,  1860,  ch.  42,  §  1.)  And  children  under 
twelve  years  of  age  are  not  to  be  employed  in  a  factory  exceed- 
ing ten  hours  in  any  one  day,  under  a  penalty  of  fifty  dullai*s. 
{li.  §  3.)  And  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  no  child  under  the 
age  of  ten  is  permitted  to  work  in  a  factory  at  all,  and  no  minor 
above  that  age  can  be  required  to  work  in  any  manufacturing 
establishment  more  than  ten  hours  in  any  one  day,  or  more  than 
sixty  hours  in  one  week.  {Laws  1851,  p.  321.  Ehner^s  Dig, 
1855,  p,  835.)  This  humane  legislation  is  gaining  ground  in 
most  of  the  states,  and  exertions  are  being  made  in  some  instances 
to  limit  the  hours  of  labor  per  day  still  more  than  the  examples 
here  given. 

§  104.  Some  general  rules  witli  respect  to  apprenticeships  may 
be  noted.  The  contract  of  apprenticeship  must  be  in  writing,  and 
is  most  usually  by  deed ;  and  unless  there  is  some  statute  to  the 
contrary  the  infant  cannot  be  bound  by  an  act  in  jxiis,  nor 
unless  he  is  a  party  to  tlio  writing  or  deed.  This  is  understood 
to  be  the  rule  at  common  law,  though  the  necessity  of  tlie  infant's 
joining  in  the  deed  is  often  prescribed  by  statute.  {The  King 
V.  Cramford^  8  East^s  li,  25.  IVie  King  v.  Ameshy^  5  Eng, 
C.  L.  R,  385.  Mather  v.  McDawles^  8  Johns,  E.  328.  String- 
fidd  V.  Hirskillj  2  Yerger^a  [^Tehn.'\  li,  546.  Pierce  v.  Messen* 
hurj/y  4  LeigKa  R,  493.  Ilarvey  v.  O'wen^  4  Blac^ford^a  \Ind^^ 
R,  337.  BaUh  v.  Sndth,  12  N.  II,  R.  438.  Caster  v.  Aides, 
1  SaUceUCs  R,  68.  The  King  v.  Bow,  4  Maule  &  Selvyyn's  R,  383. 
Squire  v.  Whipple ,  1  Vt,  R,  69.  Commonwealth  v,  WUhanks,  10 
Sergea/rU  cfe  RawWe  R,  416.  Stokes  ,y.  Hatcher,  1  South,  [iT.t/".] 
B,  84.)  The  term  of  service  for  males  is  usually  until  the  infant 
arrives  to  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  and  for  females  until  she  attains 
the  i^e  of  eighteen,  although  the  indentures  will  be  binding  if  the 
term  is  to  end  at  an  earlier  period.  {Brow?)  v.  Harris,  5  Gratt. 
[  Fa.]  R.  285.) 
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The  master  may  chastise  his  apprentice  for  negligence  or  misbe- 
havior, though  it  must  be  done  with  moderation.  {CominonwedUh 
V.  Bairdy  1  AshTneacTs  IPenn.]  R,  267.) 

The  better  opinion  is  that  the  trust  reposed  in  the  master  is  a 
personal  one,  and  that  therefore  an  indented  apprentice  cannot  be 
assigned  from  one  master  to  another,  and  in  North  Carolina,  Ala- 
bama and  Massachusetts,  it  has  been  expressly^  and  in  New  York, 
impliedly^  so  held.  {Hall  v.  Gardner^  1  J/iw«.  R.  172.  Davis 
V.  Colmm^  8  ih.  299.  RandaU  v.  Rof^ch^  12  PicJc.  R,  109.  Ayn 
V.  Choice,  19  i&.  556.  WiUiamH  v.  Finch,  2  Barb.  R.  208.  Nick- 
ersan  v.  JETotoard,  19  Johns.  R.  113.  Tucker  v.  Magee,  18  Ala.  R. 
99.  FretweU  v.  Vami,  8  /r<3rf.  R.  402.)  Such  assignment,  how- 
ever, would  amount  to  a  contract  between  the  two  masters,  that 
the  child  should  serve  the  latter  master,  so  that  the  assignment  is 
good  by  way  of  covenant,  though  not  as  an  assignment,  to  pass  an 
interest.  {Nickeraon  v.  IToward,  mpra.)  The  assignment  of  tho 
indentures  with  the  assent  of  the  apprentice,  and  the  serving  the 
assignee  by  the  apprentijee  the  whole  tenn  of  service,  will  be  deemed 
a  continuance  of  the  apprenticeship  with  the  infant's  consent,  so 
that  he  cannot  recover  pay  for  his  services.  {Williams  v.  Flnch^ 
supra.)  Under  the  statute  of  Pennsylvania,  the  assent  of  both  fatlier 
and  apprentice  is  requisite  to  a  valid  assignment  by  the  indentures. 
{ComTnonweaUh  v.  Van  Lear^  1  Serg.  <&  Rawl/s  R.  248.) 

Indentures  of  apprenticeship  are  not  rendered  invalid  by  an 
omission  to  specify  the  profession,  trade  or  employment  in  which 
the  apprentice  is  to  be  instructed.  It  is  sufficient  if  tho  minor 
covenants  to  be,under  the  care  and  in  the  employment  of  the  mas- 
.ter,  and  the  master  covenants  that,  in  addition  to  supporting, 
clothing  and  educating  the  minor,  he  will  teach  him,  or  cause  him 
to  be  taught,  such  manual  occupation  or  branch  of  business  as  shall 
be  found  best  adapted,  or  most  suitable  to  his  genius  and  capacity. 
If  tho  indentures  do  not  conform  to  the  statute  in  any  essential 
particular,  they  are  only  voidable  by  the  apprentice,  and  cannot  be 
avoided  by  any  other  person.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  indentures 
that  the  binding  is  to  the  master  as  trustee  of  a  religious  society  or 
sect.  The  additional  words  are  merely  descriptio  personae,  and  the 
binding  is  deemed  to  be  to  the  master  individually  and  personally. 
{Fowler  v.  Hollenbech,  9  Ba/rl.  R.  309.) 

Should  a  minor,  indentured  as  an  apprentice,  serve  his  master  in 
that  capacity  until  it  was  discovered  that  the  indentiires  are  void 
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by  reason  of  their  not  having  been  executed  by  the  minor's  father, 
the  master  will  not  be  liable  to  the  father  to  make  compensation 
for  the  services  of  the  minor.  Although  the  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship be  void,  yet,  while  the  parties  reside  together,  mutually 
performing  the  conditions  Of  the  contract,  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  exists  as  really  as  if  the  indentures  were  binding. 
(J/a/%  V.  Rarwood,  12  Barb.  R.  473.) 

An  infant  who  has  labored  for  another  for  three  years  may 
recover  the  price  agreed  upon  for  his  services,  although  the  contract 
was  not  binding  upon  the  infant  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not;  iii 
compliance  with  the  statute  in  relation  to  apprenticeships.  {Daviea 
V.  Turton,  13  Wis.  R.  185.) 

The  person  who  is  to  consent  to  the  binding  of  the  apprentice 
must  do  BO  by  a  certificate  at  the  end  of  or  indorsed  upon  the 
indentures,  and  the  mere  signatures  of  the  latter,  though  they 
express  his  consent,  will  not  answer.  No  form  of  words,  however, 
is  necessary  in  the  certificate,  but  it  is  sufScient  if  it  fairly  import 
the  requisite  consent.  {The  People  v.  The  jFirst  Jvdge  of  Lvoings* 
ton  County,  2  HiWs  R.  596.) 

In  the  binding  of  an  infant  town  pauper,  if  there  are  two  over* 
seers  of  the  poor  of  the  town,  they  must  both  join  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  indentures.  {Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Hamilton  v. 
Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  Eaton^  6  6W.  R.  658.) 

§  105.  At  common  law  the  infant  is  €iot  liable  for  a  breach  of 
the  covenants  in  his  indentures  of  apprenticeship,  and  in  an  action 
brought  against  him  for  violating  such  covenants,  he  may  plead 
his  infancy  as  a  defense.  •  {Cumming  v.  Hill^  3  Bam.  dh  Aid.  R. 
59.  CryJhert  v.  Fletcher,  Cro.  Car.  179.  Jennings  v.  Pitman,  Hulr . 
ton'^s  R.  63.  LyUxfs  case,  7  Mod.  R.  15.  Whitley  v.  Loftus,  8  ii. 
190.  Frazier  v.  Rowam,,  2  Brev.  R.  47.  McKnigkt  v.  Hogg,  3  ih. 
44.  Blunt  V.  Melcher,  2  Mass.  R.  228.  Harper  v.  Gilbert,  5  Gush. 
R.  417.)  As  has  be'en  observed,  by  the  custom  of  London,  infancy 
would  be  no  defense  in  such  cases  {ante,  §  97) ;  and  in  the  State 
of  Arkansas  it  was  said  in  one  case  that  the  contract  of  apprentice- 
ship was  binding  upon  the  infant  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  him 
liable  for  a  breach  of  his  covenants  ( Woodruff  v.  Logan,  1  Eng. 
R.  276) ;  but  this  is  not  according  to  the  current  of  authority. 
The  apprentice,  however,  cannot  abandon  his  master's  service  and 
avoid  his  indentures  unless  his  master  desert  him,  and  if  he  does  so 
he  will  be  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  in  the  manner  usually  pre- 
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scribed  by  statute.    {Rex  v.  Great  Wigston^  10  Eng,  C.  Z.  JR.  161. 
JKing  v.  Mauntsovely  3  Mauh  (&  Selw.  R.  497.) 

In  case  of  the  sickness  of  a  minor,  his  master  is  bound  to  furnish 
proper  medicines  and  attendance,  and  the  sickness  of  an  apprentice, 
or  his  inability  to  learn  or  serve  without  his  fault,  does  not  dischai^ 
the  master  from  his  covenants.  {Rex  v.  Owen^  1  Strangers  R,  99* 
Winestane  v.  Linn^  1  Bam.  cfe  Cresa.  R.  460.) 

In  one  case  in  England,  Lord  Denman  said,  ^^  There  is  a  great 
difference  between  a  contract  of  apprenticeship  and  a  contract  with^ 
a  servant.  A  person  has  a  right  to  dismiss  a  servant  for  miscon- 
duct, hwf,  has  no  right  to  turn  away  an  apprentice  because  he 
misbehaves."  (  Wise  v.  Wilson^  1  Carr^  cfe  KirwarCa  R.  662.)  If 
the  apprentice  desert  his  master  and  enter  into  new  relations,  so  as 
to  put  it  out  of  his  power  lawfully  to  perform  his  first  indentures, 
the  master  is  under  no  obligation  to  receive  the  apprentice  back, 
although  he  may  offer  to  return.  {Hughes  y.  Humphreys^  6  Ram. 
cfe  Cress.  R.  680.)  Upon,  the  death  of  the  master  the  apprentice- 
ship is  dissolved,  for  the  same  reason  that  the  indentures  cannot  be 
assigned  by  the  master.  The  trust  is  personal.  However,  the 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  representatives  of  the  master  are  charge- 
able with  the  necessary  maintenance  of  the  infant  apprentice.  (2 
Kenfs  Com.  266.  The  Ring  v.  Reeky  1  Salk.  R.  3.  Baxter  v. 
Burfdd,  Str.  R.  1266.) 

It  has  been  held  in  Louisiana,  and  the  doctrine  is  certainly  very 
reasonable,  that  the  contract  of  apprenticeship  is  personal,  and  not 
susceptible  of  alienation  without  the  consent  of  all  parties,  and 
consequently,  that  it  ceases  on  the  insolvency  as  well  as  the  death 
of  the  master,  inasmuch  as  his  character  and  disposition  enter  into 
the  consideration  of  the  contract  (  Versailles  v.  HaU^  5  Miller*s  R. 
266 ;  vide  also  2  ITe^ifs  Com.  266,  note  h) ;  and  this  is  in  accordance 
with  the  express  provisions  of  the  statute  in  several  of  the  states. 
{Ante,  §  103.) 

The  master  is  entitled  to  the  earnings  of  the  apprentice,  and 
should  the  apprentice  run  away  and  labor  for  another,  the  master 
would  be  entitled  to  his  wages  or  gains.  (2  Rienfs  Com.  265,  note  a.) 
The  master  has  no  right  to  employ  his  apprentice  in  menial  services, 
if  the  apprenticeship  was  to  a  pai'ticular  art  or  trade.  {Commote 
wealth  V.  Hemperly,  Law  Reporter  [Penn.\  Jvly,  1849,  p.  i29. 
Ellen  V.  Topp,  4  Eng.  L.  and  Eg.  R.  412.)  And  it  is  held  in  Penn- 
sylvania that  if  the  master  neglects  to  take  chai^  of  the  apprentice 
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for  the  entire  term,  the  authority  of  parent  or  guardian  will  super- 
vene. {Commonwealth  v.  Cowroxo^  2  Barr^s  R,  402.)  This  rule, 
however,  would  not  apply  in  those  states  where  statutes  exist 
prescribing  the  method  of  proceeding  to  dissolve  the  relation  of 
master  and  apprentice. 

§  106.  From  the  fact  that  the  infant  may  set  up  his  infancy  as  a 
defense  for  violation  pf  his  covenants,  it  is  common  for  some  friend 
of  the  infant  to  undertake  for  his  faithful  discharge  of  his  otticc, 
according  to  the  terms  agreed  on.  (4  Bao.  Ahr.  502,  tit.  Maatei* 
and  Servant,) 

But  in  order  to  make  the  third  person  liable,  he  must  bo  a  party 
to  the  covenant.  Thus,  in  one  case  in  Massachusetts,  involving  the 
question,  Parker,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  observed : 
"  The  question  for  our  determination  is,  whether  tlie  defendant  is 
hound  by  the  covenants  in  this  indenture  for  the  apprentice's  good 
conduct.  My  opinion  is,  decidedly,  that  he  is  not  bound.  He  is 
not  mentioned  as  a  party  to  4;hat  or  any  otlier  covenants  contained 
in  the  instrument.  The  intent  of  all  the  parties  in  making  this 
indenture,  appears  from  the  instrument  itself.  The  apprentice 
binds  himself  with  the  consent  of  the  guai*dian.  To  express  that 
consent,  and,  in  my  opinion,  with  no  other  intent,  and  for  no  other 
purpose,  the  guardian  signs  and  seals  the  instrument.  It  is 
objected  to  this,  that  great  inconveniences  and  mischiefs  will  arise 
from  this  construction  of  this  species  of  indenture.  But  to  guard 
against  these,  the  guardian  may  enter  into  covenants  explicitly 
with  the  master,  and  there  is  no  doubt  such  covenants  will  be  valid 
and  binding  upon  him."    {Blunt  v.  MelcheVj  2  Ma^s,  JS,  228.) 

The  rule  that  in  order  to  hold  the  parent  or  guardian  on  such 
articles,  the  undertaking  must  be  explicit,  is  supported  by  a  case 
also  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  where  it  was 
held  that  indentures  purporting  to  be  between  the  master  and  the 
infant,  *'  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  guardian,"  naming  him, 
and  executed  by  all  of  them,  did  not  hold  the  guardian  for  a  breach 
of  the  indentures  on  the  part  of  the  apprentice.  {AeMey  v. 
Bbskins,  14  Johns,  H.  374.)  But  when  the  indentures  are  in  the 
nsnal  form,  declaring  the  duties  of  the  apprentice,  and  concluding 
thus:  "for  the  true  performance  of  all  and  singular  the  said 
covenants  and  agreements,  the  said  master,  apprentice  and 
gnardian,  have  hereunto  interchangeably  set  their  hands  and  seals, 
the  day  and  year  first  above  written,"  and  signed  by  all  the 
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parties,  the  guardian  will  be  bound  to  see  that  the  apprentice  fulfills 
all  his  duties  to  his  master.    {Bull  v.  FoUett^B  Oaw.  R.  170.) 

Should  the  parties  to  a  contract  for  the  apprenticing  of  an 
infant,  bind  themselves,  eo  fm*  as  it  is  in  their  power ^  to  see  the 
contract  fulfilled,  their  respective  obligations  will  be  deemed  to  be 
limited  to  their  legal  liability  to  perform  their  several  undertakings, 
and  they  will  be  bound  so  far  as  it  depends^ upon  their  own  acts, 
or  their  legal  <K)ntrol  over  tiie  minor,  and  no  further.  Should  the 
minor,  thus  apprenticed,  leave  and  abandon  the  service  of  his 
master,  after  having  been  in  his  employ  some  years,  under  the  eon- 
tract,  and  refuse  to  work  for  him  any  longer,^  it  would  be  the  duty  of 
the  party  covenanting  for  the  infant,  to  do  what  he  has  the  legal ' 
power  to  do,  to  effect  the  return  of  the  apprentice,  and  if  he  should 
make  no  endeavors,  and  refuse  to  do  any  thing  to  accomplish  the 
object,  he  would  make  himself  liable  for  a  breach  of  his  obligation. 
(  Vcm  D&rn  v.  Young,  3  Barb,  R,  286.) 

The  parties  who  covenant  for  the  good  behavior  of  the  apprentice 
are  not  liable  for  every  trifling  misconduct ;  it  must  be  something 
which  is  substantial  and  positively  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the 
master.  (  Wright  v.  Oihon,  3  Garr.  db  Payne^s  R.  583.  Cuming  v. 
EiU,  3  Bamw.  c6  Aid.  R.  59.  Vide  also  Holhrook  v.  Bvilard,  10 
Pioh.  R.  68.) 

A  party  who  seduces  an  apprentice  from  the  employ  of  his 
master,  or  employs  him  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  his 
master,  is  liable  to  the  master  for  the  services  of  the  apprentice. 
Lightly  V.  Clouston^  1  Tatunt  R.  112.  Foster  v.  Stetoart,  3  Maule 
cfe  Sdw,  R,  191.  Bouoera  v.  Tibiets,  7  Greenl,  R.  467.  Conant  v. 
Raymond^  2  Aik.  [  Vt.l  R,  243.  Munsey  v.  Goodwin,  3  If.  H,  R. 
272.  James  v.  Ze  Roy,  6  Johns.  R.  2T4.  But  vide  Ayer  v. 
Chase,  19  Pick.  R.  556.) 

A  party  will  be  liable  also  for  harboring  an  apprentice  against 
the  will  of  the  master,  provided  he  knows  of  the  apprenticeship. 
Ferguson  v.  Tucker,  2  liar,  cfe  OiWs  R.  182.  Sttcart  v.  Simpson^ 
1  Wend.  R.  376.     Concmt  v.  Raymond,  supra.) 

§  107.  Mr.  Story  lays  it  down,  as  gathered  from  the  authorities, 
that  the  representative  acts  of  an  infant  are  binding  generally,  as 
when  he  is  an  executor  or  trustee,  for  the  reason  that  such  contracts 
do  not  concern  his  own  interest,  and  to  render  them  void  w^uld  be 
to  invalidate  the  contract  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  who  may  be  per- 
fectly competent  to  contract,  and  who  has  «n  undoubted  right,  if 
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he  choose,  to  take  the  risk  of  the  infant's  competency.  {Story  on 
Con.  §  76,  citing  King  v.  Great  Wigston^  6  Dowl.  dk  Ryl.  R.  339. 
&  C  S  Bam.  cfe  Oresw.  £,  484.)  It  has  been  shown  in  what 
manner  and  nnder  what  circnmstances  an  infant  may'  exercise  the 
office  of  an  executor  {ante,  §  80)  ;  and  in  all  those  cases  the  acts  of 
the  infant  executor  are  binding,  and  cannot  be  avoided.  Infants 
not  being  well  qualified  for  the  performance  of  trusts,  it  is  difficult 
to  consider  an  infant  as  intended  to  be  a  trustee,  and  the  tendency 
has  been  to  interpret  gifts  to  an  infant  as  favorably  to  him  as  pos- 
sible, and  die  court  will  not  infer  an  intention  to  appoint  an  infant 
a  trustee,  unless  it  is  unequivocally  expressed.  {Blinkhom  v.  Frosty 
2res.Sen.Ii.) 

In  a  leading  case  in  England,  where  it  appeared  that  tho/father 
had  purchased  property  in  the  name  of  his  son,  wlio  was  an  infant, 
the  court  presumed  it  to  be  an  advancement,  rather  than  make 
the  infant  a  trustee.  {Zamplugh  v.  Zampluffh,  1  P.  Wm.  R.  112.) 
But  in  a  case  in  the  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York^ 
where  a  father,  who  was  an  alien,  purchased  property  in  the  name 
of  his  wife,  and  while  the  property  was  vested  in  her  she  died, 
leaving  infant  children,  on  application  of  the  father,  the  com't 
decided  that  the  children  held  the  property  as  trustees  of  the  father, 
and  they  were  ordered  to  convey  the  legal  title,  by  their  guardian 
ad  litem,  to  the  father.  {In  the  matter  of  Windle,  2  £dw.  Ch.  R. 
585.)  And  in  all  cases,  if  it  distinctly  appears  from  the  circum- 
Btances,  tliat  a  gift  has  not  been  conferred  upon  the  donee  for  his 
own  benefit;  as  when,  upon  the  construction  of  a  will,  a  person  is 
plainly  a  trustee,  or  where  a  person  takes  a  purchase  in  the  name 
of  another,  and  receives  the  profits  himself,  it  will  never  be  held 
that  there  can  be  no  trust,  on  the  ground  that  the  person  in  ques- 
tion is  an  infant.  {King  v,  Deniaon,  1  Vesey  <&  Beatn^a  R.  260, 
275.  G-rey  v.  Grey,  2  Sioaneton^s  R.  600.  Jevon  v.  Bush,  1  Vem. 
B.  343.)  If  a  father  purchase  land  in  the  name  of  an  infant  son, 
though  he  takes  the  profits  and  control  of  the  land,  this  will  not  be 
r^arded  as  evidence  of  a  trust  in  the  infant,  but  rather  as  an 
advancement,  and  the  father  cannot  dispose  of  the  land  in  any 
way  so  as  to  deprive  his  son  of  it.  {Grey  v.  Gh^ey,  supra. 
Lamplugh  v.  ^Lamplugh,  supra.  Mumvia  v.  Mumma,  2  Vem. 
B.  19. .  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  1  Atk.  R.  386.  SiiUman  v.  Ashdown, 
2  tJ.  480-  Loyd  v.  Read,  1  P.  Win.  R.  607.)  But  in  one  case  in 
England  an  infant  was  held  to  be  a  trustee  of  an  estate  purchased 
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in  liiB  name  on  account  of  his  tender  years.  (Binion  v.  Stones  2 
Freem..  H.  168.)  In  all  cases  where  an  infant  is  a  clear,  express 
trustee,  he  may  be  compelled  to  convey,  and,  in  general,  if  he  con- 
vey without  an  order  of  court,  his  act  will  bind  him,  though  tlie 
trust  must  be  ^n  writing,  not  by  construction  of  equity.  {Es  parte 
Pr(mer^  2  Br.  Ch.  R.  325.  M  parte  Johnson^  3  Aik.  li.  559. 
JEbs  parte  Vernon^  2  P.  Wm.  B.  649.  Bawkins  v.  Oleauy  2  Veaey^s 
R.  559.)  And  it  has  been  held  in  New  Jersey,  that  a  resulting 
trust  cannot  be  established  against  an  infant  except  by  decree  of 
court,  in  a  suit  regularly  instituted,  the  chancellor  remarking  that 
the  principle  of  the  cases  is  that  the  court  will  proceed,  under  the 
statute,  only  when  trusts  are  created  by  express  declaration,  or  have 
been  settled  by  a  decree.  (In  the  maUer  of  Follen,^  McCarter^a 
Ch.  R.  147.)  So  also  it  was  held  by  the  late  court  of  chancery  of 
tlie  State  of  New  York,  that  where  a  resulting  trust  comes  within 
the  provision  of  a  statute,  an  infant  may  be  decreed  to  convey  such 
trust,  on  its  being  established  by  parol  proof.  {Livingston  v.  Lvo- 
ingston^  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  537.)  If  the  infant  trustee  be  Kfeme-covertj 
she  may  be  directed  by  the  court  to  convey  by  fine.  {Eao  parte 
Maire^  3  Atk.  R.  479.)  A  minor  holding  land  in  trust  for  another, 
who  has  given  a  bond  for  its  conveyance,  may  convey  tlie  land 
according  to  the  bond,  and  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  plead  infancy 
to  invalidate  his  deed ;  because  he  could  be  compelled  to  convey 
the  land,  and  his  conveyance,  without  legal  compulsion,  is  good. 
{Prouty  V.  Edgar ^  6  darkens  [^Iowa'\  R.  353.)  The  same  rule  obtains 
in  case  the  infant  is  the  trustee  of  a  charity.  {Attorney-General  v. 
Pomfret^  2  Cox^s  R.  221.)  In  fact,  all  the  acts  of  infants,  in  the 
capacity  of  trustees,  are  binding,  and  all  necessary  costs  will  be 
allowed  the  infant,  and  he  will  be  liable  for  a  fraudulent  execution 
of  the  trust.  {PlaU  v.  St.  Clair,  6  Ohio  R.  227.  Ecparte  Vernon, 
supra.  Ooodwyn  v.  Lyster^  3  %b.  387.  Ex  parte  Cant^  10  Yes. 
Jr.  R.  554.) 

§  108.  An  infant  is  bound  by  all  conditions,  charges  and  penal- 
ties, in  an  original  conveyance,  whether  he  comes  to  the  estate  by 
grant  or  descent.  So  by  conditions  annexed  to  the  estate,  at  com- 
mon law,  because  ^^ transit  ctim  onere^^ — "it  passes  with  the 
burden ;"  and,  therefore,  if  the  infant  will  have  the  estate,  he  must 
observe  the  condition  upon  which  it  was  granted.  On  this  prin- 
ciple, if  a  person  devise  to  his  granddaughter,  who  is  not  heir  at 
law%  lands,  upon  condition  she  marry  with  the  consent  of  certain 
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trnstees,  she  is  obliged  to  take  notice,  at  her  peril,  of  the  condition, 
and  likewise  to  perform  it ;  but  had  she  been  heir  at  law,  she  must 
have  had  notice  given  her  of  the  condition,  to  make  the  marriage 
without  consent,  a  forfeiture.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  96.)  A  gift  to  an 
infant,  on  condition,  binds  him  as  well  as  an  adult.  {Scott  v. 
Houghtcn^  2  Vem,  B.  560.)  Lord  Coke  makes  a  distinction 
between  conditions  in  fact  that  are  expressed,  and  conditions  in 
law  that  are  implied.  If  the  condition  is  founded  on  skill,  and  is 
broken,  the  infant  is  barred  forever.  If  not  founded  on  skill  and 
confidence,  the  rule  is  otherwise.     ( WhiUmgham^a  casej  8  Cokeys 


CHAPTER  X. 

HOW  FAB  THE  LAW  PROTECTS  AN  INFANT  AGAINST  HIS  LACHES — EXCEP- 
TIONS TO  THE  BULE  IN  HIS  FAVOE — HOW  AFFECTED  BY  THE  STATUTE 
OF  LIMITATIONS — ^LAWS  OF  THE  SEVERAL  STATES — JUDGMENTS  AND 
DECBEE8   AGAINST  INFANTS. 

§  109.  It  is  a  maxim  of  law  that  no  laches  or  neglect  is  imputa- 
ble to  an  infant  durante  minoritate^  because  he  is  not  supposed  to 
be  cognizant  of  his  rights,  nor  capable  of  enforcing  them.  (  Ware 
T.  Brushy  1  McLean's  R.  633.  State  v.  McNight,  1  Bay^s  [S.  C] 
R,  65.)  On  this  ground  the  right  of  entry  is  presumed  for  infants 
in  many  cases  in  which  it  is  lost  to  adults.  {Lit  S.  402, 403.)  The 
staleness  of  the  demand  or  transaction  is  no  prejudice,  if  infancy 
occur.  ( Whaler/  v.  Miot^  1  A.  K,  Marsh,  [-ffy.]  R.  345.  And  no 
presumption  is  indulged  against  an  infant  by  lapse  of  time.* 
{CaUioun  v.  Baird,  3  A.  K  Marsh.  [Zy.]  R.  169.)  This  is  the  general 
rule,  but  it  is  siibject  to  many  qualifications  and  exceptions.  For 
example,  there  is  a  lapse  if  an  infant  patron  does  not  present  to  a 

^  In  a  digthigntehed  case,  decided  throe  bondred  jean  ago,  by  one  of  the  bigrbept  conrts  of  Bag^ 
land,  iarolTing  the  conclnsive  natare  of  a  fine  leWed  and  proclaimed,  as  against  an  Infitnt,  after 
the  ranning  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  doctrine  was  aneqniTOcally  laid  down,  that  "  laches 
of  suit  or  entry  cannot  be  Imputed  to  an  Inflmt,  whom  Grod  has  not  endowed  with  nnderstandiag 
or  reason ;  for  if  he  sbonld  take  an  action,  his  right  and  his  action  might  be  sach  as  a  writ  of 
rtgbt,  and  the  like,  which  he  coald  not  prosecute,  nor  compel  the  other  party  to  answer  during 
bta  nonage,  bnt  the  parol  should  demur,  and  then  It  would  be  In  vain  to  force  or  to  tak6  an  action 
daring  hia  nonage,  which  he  cannot  prosecute,  nor  compel  the  other  party  to  answer  during  his 
nonage,  and  such  never  waa  the  intent  of  the  makers  of  the  act."    (JSUnwd  t.  Zouth^  FlowdtorCt 

J?.  aM.) 
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benefice  within  six  months;  and  in  former  times  he  lost  his  right 
to  ^  villein  by  nonclaim  for  a  year  and  a  day,  and  forfeited  liii? 
copyholds  by  neglecting  to  pay  his  fine  and  to  take  adiiiittance : 
and  he  may  lose  his  estate  by  failing  to  perform  a  condition  annexed 
to  the  estate.  {Co.  LiU.  246  a.  344,  h.  380  h.  WhiUingharn's 
case^  8  Cokeys  M,  88.)  So  if  a  feoffment  be  made  reserving  rent, 
with  a  condition  of  re-entry  in  diefault  of  payment,  if  the  person 
entitled  under  the  feoffment  be  an  infant  and  fail  to  pay,  his  laches 
will  bar  him.     {Co.  LiU.  246  h.) 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  it  was  held  that  an  acquiescence  of 
twenty-eight  years  in  an  award,  and  the  enjoyment  of  land  under  it 
by  the  infant,  is  a  strong  obstacle.to  any  attempt  to  rid  himself  of 
the  sum  to  be  paid  for  it,  by  nice  objections  to  the  form  of  submis* 
sion.  {IIumeY.  Hume^  Z  Barr^s  B.  144.)  And  in  the  State  of 
Maryland,  it  was  held  that  when  an  infant  waited  six  years  after 
the  entry  of  a  judgment  against  him  in  an  action  in  which  he 
appeared  by  attorney,  his  laches  deprived  him  of  the  right  to  set 
the  judgment  aside  for  the  irregularity.  {Kemp  v.  Cooh^  18 
Maryland  R.  130.) 

But  in  Kentucky,  it  has  been  decided  that  rents  accruing  during 
the  minority  of  the  cestui  que  trusty  are  not  barred  by  lapse  of 
time.  {Piigh  v.  Belly  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  E.  399.)  And  in  South 
Carolina,  it  has  been  held  that  an  infant  who  brings  a  suit  for  the 
recovery  of  land  within  the  time  allowed  to  infants,-  cannot  be 
deemed  guilty  of  laches.  (  Washington  v.  Huger^  1  Dessau.  R.  696.) 
When  the  matter  is  regulated  by  statute,  and  there  is  no  saving  or 
exception  in  favor  of  any  incapacity,  laches  will  bar  an  infant 
the  same  as  an  adult.  {Rayner  v.  Watford^  2  Dev.  [iT.  C]  Law 
R.  338.) 

*  §  110.  Another  exception  to  the  rule  that  no  laches  or  neglect  is 
imputable  to  an  infant,  may  be  found  in  a  case  where  the  rule 
might  happen  to  be  a  public  mischief,  as  in  what  is  termed  a  bas- 
tard eigne  and  mulier  puisne.  This  happens  in  England,  when  a 
man  has  a  bastard  son,  and  afterward  marries  the  mother,  and  by 
her  has  a  legitimate  son,  who  was  begotten  before  wedlock.  Here 
the  eldest  son  would  be  bastard  eigne^  and  the  younger  son  would 
be  mulier  puisne.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  father  dies,  and  the  bas- 
tard enters  upon  his  land,  and  enjoys  it  to  his  death,  and  dies 
seised  of  it,  whereby  the  inheritance  descends  to  his  issue,  the 
younger  son,  though  a  minor,  will  be  barred  of  his.  rights.     (2 
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Black.  Com.  248.)  In  this  case,  it  is  said,  tlid  law  has  not  thought 
fit  to  except  the  infant  from,  the  imputation  of  laches,  becanse  such 
exception  might  happen  to  be  a  publie  mischief  in  a  very  tender 
point ;  for  it  might  be  any  man's  case  to  snffer  by  the  bastardy  of 
an  ancestor;  and  it  is  diiBcult  to  review  the  evidence  of  legitima- 
tion, which  so  easily  perishes  with  the  life  of  the  party.  {Bing. 
on  Inf,  99.)  But  this  indulgence  was  not  shown  to  any  other 
kind  of  a  bastard ;  for  if  the  mother  was  never  married  to  the 
father,  such  bastard  conld  have  no  colorable  title  at  all.  {Co.  LUt. 
§  400.    Pride  v.  Eirh  of  Bath  and  Montague,  1  Salk.  R.  120.) 

§  111.  By  the  common  law,  infants  are  not  bound  for  want  of 
claim  and  entry  within  a  year  and  a  day,  as  is  the  case  with  adults, 
nor  are  they  bound  by  a  fine  and  five  years'  non-claim,  nor  by  the 
fitatntes  of  limitation,  provided  they  prosecute  their  riglit  within 
the  time  allowed  after  the  impediment  is  removed.  But  if  the  five 
years  begin  to  run  in  the  time  of  the  ancestor,  and  he  die  before 
they  are  expired,  having  made  no  claim,  the  heir,  though  an  in&nt, 
will  be  barred  if  he  does  not  claim  within  the  five  years.  {Stowd 
V.  Zouehy  Plowd<m^8  R.  358.)  And  when  an  infant,  not  being 
a  party  to  a  fine,  and  having  a  present  right,  dies  during  his 
infancy,  his  heir  must  enter  within  five  years  after  such  death,  and 
not  at  any  time  after.  {CoUorCa  case^  1  Simon's  R.  215.  DiUon 
V.  Lemanj  2  IT.  Bl.  R.  584.) 

Infants  are  not  bound  by  a  "  oeesa^itper  biennium  " — '^^  he  ceased 
for  two  years  " — because  the  law  intendsi  that  they  do  not  know 
what  arrearages  to  tender.  But  this  writ  is  of  no  consequence  in 
the  American  States,  and  in  England  it  has  given  place  to  speedier 
*  remedies.  {Hargrove* 8  Co.  Litt.  142,  note  2.)  An  infant  cannot  avail 
himself  of  his  infancy  to  excuse  the  non-assertion  of  his  rights  under 
an  executory  agreement  made  with  his  ancestor,  when  the  imme- 
diate performance  of  his  part  of  the  contract  is  essential  to  the 
t  interest  of  the  other  contracting  party.  {Griffin  v.  Criffin,  1  Sch. 
d?  Lif.  R.  352.    And  vide  Marker  v.  Marker^  41  Eng.  Ch.  R.  15.) 

If  lands  are  devised  to  trustees  until  debts  are  paid,  and  then  to 
an  infant  and  his  heirs,  and  a  stranger  entera  on  the  land,  levies  a 
fine,  and  five  years  and  non-claim  pass,  and  the  infant,  when  of 
age,  is  barred  of  his  action  because  the  trustees  ought  to  have 
entered,  equity  will  relieve,  and  not  snfier  the  infant  to  be  barred 
by  the  laches  of  his  trustees,  nor  to  be  barred  of  a  trust  estate 
daring  his  infancy,  and  in  such  a  case  the  infant  will  be  permitted 

21 
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to  recover  the  mesne  profits.  {AUen  v.  'Sayer^  2  Vem.  H,  868.) 
But  a  fine  and  five  years'  non-claim  will  bar  an  infant  cestui  que 
trusty  in  favor  of  a  purchaser.  {Zord-y.  Lady  Huntingdon  ^  3  P. 
Wms,  E.  310  n.    WyclcY.  East  India  Company^  ib.  309.) 

If  a  stranger  enters  and  receives  the  profits  of  an  infantas  estate, 
he  will  in  equity  be  looked  upon  as  a  trustee  for  the  infant.  And 
if  a  man  receive  the  profits  of  an  infant's  estate,  and  continues  to 
do  BO  for  several  years  after  the  infant  comes  of  age  before  any 
entry  is  made  on  him,  he  must  account  for  the  profits  throughout, 
and  not  during  the  infancy  only.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  101,  and  cases 
cited.)  Bat  it  has  been  ruled  in  chancery  in  England  that  when 
one  receives  the  profits  of  an  infant's  estate,  and  six  years  after  his 
coming  of  age  he  brings  a  bill  for  an  account,  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  is  a  bar  to  the  suit,  as  it  would  be  an  action  of  account 
at  common  law ;  for  the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  an  infant's  estate 
is  not  regarded  such  a  tru^t  as,  being  a  creation  of  a  court  of  equity, 
the  statute  will  be  no  bar  to,  for  he  might  have  had  his  action  of 
account  at  law :  and  hence  there  was  no  necessity  that  he  should 
come  into  the  court  of  chancery.  The  reason  why  such'  bills  are 
brought  in  equity  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may  havethe  discovery  of 
books,  papers,  and  the  party's  oath,  which  they  could  not  formerly 
do  BO  well,  at  law.  But  if  the  infant  lies  by  for  six  years  after  he 
comes  of  age,  as  he  is  barred  of  his  action  of  account  at  law,  so 
he  will  be  of  his  remedy  in  equity,  and  there  seems  to  be  no  sort 
of  difference  in  reason  between  the  two  cases.  (Zockey  v.  Lockeyy 
Free  Ch.  618.) 

§  112.  If  a  legacy  be  devised  generally,  and  no  time  ascertained 
for  the  payment,  and  the  legatee  be  an  infant,  the  rule  in  England 
is,  that  he  will  be  entitled  to  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  legacy 
from  the  expiration  of  the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death ;  a  year 
being  allowed  before  distribution  can  be  compelled.  But  if  the 
legatee  be  of  age,  he  can  only  have  interest  from  the  time  of  his 
demand  after  the  year,  for,  no  time  of  payment  being  set,  it  is  not 
payable  but  on  demand,  and  he  cannot  have  interest  only  from'tlie 
time  of  his  demand;  the  rule  being  otherwise  as  to  an  infant, 
because  no  laches  is  imputed  to  him.  -{Small  v.  Dee^  2  Salk.  R. 
416.)  Though  if  an  infant  do  not  present  to  a  church  within  the 
Bix  months  allowed  in  such  cases,  the  church  will  lapse.  If  the 
five  years  for  making  /i  claim  after  a  fine  begin  in  tlie  ancestor's 
life,  the  infant  must  claim  within  the  five  yeai*s,  and  he  will  be 
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barred  in  an  appeal  of  the  death  of  his  ancestor,"  if  he  do  not  bring 
it  within  a  year  and  a  day.  If  the  king  die  seized,  the  infant  is 
driven  to  his  petition,  for  in  these  cases  the  law  prefers  the  good 
of  t]ie  chnrch,  the  repose  of  the  realm,  and  the  king^s  prerogative, 
before  the  privilege  of  infancy.  {Co.  Litt.  246.)  Of  course,  laches, 
after  the  attainment  of  majority,  bars  an  individual'^  claims  in 
respect  of  what  has  been  done  or  omitted  during  his  infancy,  though 
relief  may,  under  peculiar  circumstances,  be  given,  notwithstand- 
ing laches  after  full  age.    {MoPhereati  on  Inf.  541.) 

§  113.  By  the  common  law,  the  statute  of  limitations  will  not 
run  against  an  infant ;  and  by  the  laws  of  England,  any  person 
entitled  to  bring  any  of  the  personal  actions  mentioned  in  the 
English  statute  of  limitations,  who  is  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  may  bring  such  action 
within  t]ie  time  limited,  after  he  shall  have  become  of  age,  and 
the  disability  of  infancy  has  terminated.  (32  Sen.  8,  ch.  2.  21 
James  I,  eh.  16.)  But  it  is  well  settled  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions will  run  against  infants,  except  where  they  are  specially 
exempted  from  its  operation".  '^  General  words  of  a  statute,  it  is 
considered,  must  receive  a  general  construction ;  and  unless  there 
can  be  found  in  the  statute  itself  some  ground  for  restraining  it, 
it  cannot  be  restrained  by  arbitrary  addition  or  retrenchment.'^ 
{AngeU  an  LimiUUions^  §  194.)  ^^  And  it  was  also  declared  by  Sir 
Eardly  Wilmot,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  infanta^  like  other 
persons,  would  be  barred  by  an  act  for  limiting  suits  at  law, 
if  there  was  no  saving  clause  in  their  favor."  (7J.)  The  same 
doctrine  is  recognized  by  the '  authorities,  both  American  and 
English.  {Bueklin  v.  Fond^  5  Barb.  R.  393.  Baynor  v.  Watford^ 
2  Dev.  IN.  a]  R.  338.  Wyck  v.  East  India  Co.  3  P.  Wms.  R.  309. 
Beck/ord  v.  Wade^  17  Ves.  Ch.  R.  87.  Demarest  v.  Wyncoop,  3 
Johns.  Ch.  R.  129.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  the  liability  of  heirs  for  the  debts 
of  an  ancestor,  depends  wholly  upon  statute,  and  is  provisional 
only  ;  and  such  heirs  are  liable  only  in  case  of  administration,  and 
after  the  term  of  four  years  has  expired,  and  then  only  for  demands 
on  which  no  cause  of  action  accrued  till  after  the  lapse  of  four 
years,  and  in  that  case  the  action  is  required  to  be  brought  \s'ithin 
one  j'ear  of  the  payment  if  the  demand  could  be  enforced.  Under 
this  statute  it  was  held  tliat  the  fact  of  the  plaintiffs  having  been 
under  the  disability  of  infancy,  dm*ing  the  time  that  the  estatej  of 
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the  deceased  was  under  administration,  will  not  prevent  his  claim 
from  being  barred  by  the  lapse  of  the  four  years.  {Hall  v.  Burrv- 
stead,  20  FioL  R.  2. 

By  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  Code  of  Procedure,  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  it  is  provided  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  for  the 
recovery  of  real  property,  or  tlie  possession  thereof,  unless  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff,  his  ancestor,  predecessor,  or  grantor,  was  seised 
or  possessed  of  the  premises  in  question,  within  twenty  years  before 
tlie  commencement  of  the  action.  (2  7?.  S.  paH  3,  oh.  4,  Ut  1,  §  5^ 
Oi)de  of  Procedv/re^  %  78.  5  Stat  at  Large^  23.)  Under  this  pro- 
vision it  has  been  held,  that  if  an  adverse  possession  commence  in 
the  life-time  of  the  ancestor,  it  will  continue  to  run  against  the 
heir,  notwithstanding  the  infancy  of  the  latter  at  the  time  the  right 
accrues  to  him.    {Iteming  v.  Griswoldy  3  JIUPs  li.  85.) 

§  114.  As  a  general  thing,  both  in  England  and  in  the  United 
States^  infiEmts  are  expressly  exempted  from  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. Thus,  in  England,  it  is  provided  that  where  a  party  is  an 
infant  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrues  for-  the  recovery  of 
any  real  estate,  such  party  may  bring  his  action  at  any  time  within 
ten  years  afber  coming  of  age.  (21  JameB  /,  ch.  16,  §  2.  3  a/nd  4 
Wmam  I F,  ch.  27,  §  16.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine,  if  any  person  entitled  to  bring  a  personal 
action  be  an  infant  at  the  time  his  action  accrues,  he  may  bring  his 
action  within  the  time  limited  for  bringing  the  action  after  he 
attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  the  time  not  to  extend,  how- 
ever, over  six  months  beyond  full  age.  {R.  S.  ch,  105,  §  12.)  And 
in  regard  to  real  actions,  the  party  has  ten  years  to  bring  his  action 
after  coming  of  age.    {Ibl  ch.  147,  §  7.) 

In  New  Hampshire,  if  any  party  entitled  to  maintain  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  real  estate  be  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  at  the  time  the  action  accrues,  he  may  bring  his  action  at 
any  time  within  five  years  after  he  comes  of  age ;  and  an  infant 
may  commence  a  personal  action  at  any  time  within  two  years 
after  arriving  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  (72.  S.^  ch.  181,  §§ 
2,  8.) 

In  the  State  of  Vermont,  any  person  who  is  an  infant  at  the 
time  his  cause  of  action  accrues,  may  bring  his  action  witliin  the 
time  limited  after  he  comes  of  age.    {R.  S.  1863,  tit.  18,  ch.  63,  §  19.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  a  person  who  is  an  infant  at  the 
time  a  real  action  accrues  in  his  favor,  may  bring  his  action  at  any 
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time  within  five  years  after  coming  of  age ;  and  in  ca^e  of  personal 
actions,  he  may  bring  his  action  within  the  time  limited  after  ha 
attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,    {Gen.  Stat  1860,  ch,  156,  §  6.) 

In  Connecticut,  an  infant  has  itive  years  after  coming  of  age  to 
bring  a  real  action,  four  years  after  coming  of  age  fo  bring  an 
action  on  a  bond  or  contract  under  seal  or  promissory  >  note  not 
n^otiable,  and  three  years  after  coming  of  age  to  bring  his  action 
of  account,  debt  on  book,  simple  contract,  or  of  assumpsit  founded 
upon  implied  contract,  or  upon  any  contract  in  writijig,  not  under 
seal;  except  promissory  notes  not  negotiable ;  and  in  regard  to  all 
other  actions,  infants  do  not  seem  to  be  exempted  from  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitations.    {R.  S.  1866,  tit.  89,  §§  1,  2,  3.) 

In  the  State  of  Hhode  Island,  infants  may  maintain  a  personal 
action  within  the  time  limited  for  prosecuting  it  after  coming  of  age ; 
and  in  actions  for  quieting  possession  and  avoiding  suits  at  law 
they  have  ten  years  after  coming  of  age  to  bring  their  suit.  {Rev. 
ZawlSM,^.  221,  §3.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  if  a  person  entitled  to  commence 
any  action  for  the  recovery  of  real  property,  or  to  make  an  entry 
or  defense  founded  on  the  title  to  real  property,  or  to  rents  or  ser- 
vices out 'of  the  same,  be  at  the  time  such  title  shall  first  descend 
or  accrue  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  the  time  during 
which  his  infancy  continues  will  not  be  deemed  any  portion  of  the 
time  limited  for  the  conmiencement  of  such  ^ction,  or  the  making 
of  such  entry  or  defense ;  but  the  action  may  be  commenced,  or 
entry  or  defense  made,  after  the  period  of  twenty  years  limited, 
and  within  ten  years  after  the  infancy  shall  terminate,  or  after  the 
death  of  the  person  entitled  who  may  die  during  such  infancy ; 
and  no  action  can  be  commenced,  or  entry  made,  after  that 
period.  {Code  of  Procedv/re^  §  88.  5  Stat,  at  La/rge^  25.)  In 
actions  other  than  those  for  tlie  recovery  of  real  property,  if  the 
person  entitled  to  bring  the  action,  except  for  a  penalty  or  forfeit- 
ure, or  against  a  sheriff  or  other  officer  for  an  escape,  be,  at  the 
time  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  the  time  of  such  disability  is  not  a  part  of  the  time  limited 
for  the  commencement  of  the  action,  except  that  the  period  within 
which  the  action  must  be  brought  cannot  be  extended  more  than 
one  year  after  the  disability  ceases.  {Code  of  Procedure^  %  101. 
5  SUd.  at  LargBy  28.)  And  it  has  been  held  that  to  entitle  a  per- 
son to  the  protection  of  this  proviso  in  the  statute  of  limitations 
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in  favor  of  infants,  the  infancy  and  the  bringing  of  the  suit 
within  the  time  limited  after  disability  removed,  must  be  specially 
pleaded.  {Hyde  v.  Stone,  7  Wend.  R.  354.)  Infants  are  not 
exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  limitation  in  actions  for  a  penalty 
or  forfeiture,  or  against  a  sheriff  or  other  officer  .for  an  escape ; 
and  no  person  can  avail  himself  of  a  disability  unless  it  existed 
when  his  right  of  action  accrued.  Code  of  Pro.,  §§  101,  106. 
5  Stat,  at  Large,  29.) 

§  115.  In  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  if  any  person  having  a  right 
or  title  to  lands,  tenements,  or  other  real  estate,  at  the  time  such 
right  or  title  first  descended  or  accrued,  shall  be  within  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  then  such  person  or  his  heirs  may,  notwithstand- 
ing the-  limitations  provided,  commence  or  sue  forth  his  action 
within  five  years  after  his  filll  age ;  and  in  respect  to  all  other 
actions,  the  time  during  which  a  person  may  be  an  infant,  or  within 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  will  not  be  taken  or  computed  as  part 
of  the  time  limited  for  the  commencement  of  the  action.  •  {R,  S,  of 
1847,  oh.  8,  §  4.  Digest  of  1855,  p.  433,  §  2 ;  ^.  435,  §  10  ;  ^.  436, 
§§  13-17 ;  p.  438,  §  24.) 

In  Peunsylvania,  persons  entitled  to  a  personal  action,  who  are 
within  the  ^e  of  twenty-one  j'ears  at  the  tiir^  the  cause  Of  action 
accrued,  are  at  liberty  to  bring  their  action  within  the  period 
limited,  after  their  coming  to  or  being  of  full  age,  as  other  persons ; 
and  with  respect  to  resX  actions,  if  the  cause  of  action  accrue  while 
the  person  entitled  to  the  action  is  within  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  then  such  person  and  his  heirs  may  bring  his  or  their  action 
at  any  time  within  ten  years  next  after  attaining  full  age,  and  no 
time  after  such  ten  years.  {Purdon^e  Dig.  of  1861,^.  659,  §12; 
jp.656,§19.). 

In  the  State  of  Delaware,  actions  in  respect  to  real  property 
may  be  brought  by  any  person  who  is  an  infant  at  the  time  the  cause 
of  action  accrues,  at  any  time  within  ten  years  after  the  disability  of 
infancy  has  ended ;  and  with  regard  to  personal  actions,  if  the 
person  entitled  to  the  action  is  under  the  disability  of  infancy  at 
the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action  the  statute  of 
limitations  is  no  bar  to  the  action  during  the  continuance  of  the 
disability,  nor  until  the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  removal 
thereof.    {Code  of  1852,  tit.  18,  ch.  122  §  9  ;  ch.  123,  §  13.) 

In  the  State  of  Maryland,  if  the  person  entitled  to  an  action, 
real  or  personal,  be  an  infant  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrue 
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lie  is  at  liberty  to  bring  his  action  within  the  time  limited  after 
coming  to  or  being  of  full  age.    (1  Maryland  Code^  aH.  57,  §  2.)  . 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  an  infant  has  ten  years  after  coming 
of  age  to  prosecute  his  action  as  to  real  property ;  and  with  respect 
to  personal  actions  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  against 
an  infant  at  all,  but  he  is  at  liberty  to  bring  his  action  within  the 
period  limited  after  coming  to  or  being  of  full  age,  except  that  in  no 
case  can  an  action  be  brought  after  twenty  years  from  the  coming 
of  age  of  the  patty.    (Revised  Code^  1849,  tit.  45,  ch.  149,  §§  3, 15.) 

In  Korth  Carolina,  the  infant  has  three  years  after  full  age  to 
prosecute  a  real  action ;  and  as  to  personal  actions,  except  actions 
for  penalties,  the  period  of  limitation  does  not  operate  at  all 
against  an  infant.    {R.  8.  1855,  ch.  65,  §  9.) 

In  South  Oarolina,  an  infant  has  ten  yeai-s  after  coming  of  age, 
to  prosecute  a  real  action  ;  and  it  is  further  provided  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  shall  not  defeat  the  rights  of  minors,  unless  the  right  of 
their  ancestors  was  barred  by  the  statute  before  the  right  accrued 
to  the  minor.  {Act  of  1824.  And  vide  Gibson  v.  Taylo9\  3 
McCord's  B.  451.  Rose  v.  Daniel,  3  Rrev.  R.  438.)  In  the  State 
of  Georgia,  an  infant  is  not  affected  by  the  statute  of  limitations  at 
all,  but  he  has  the  full  time  to  bring  his  action  after  coming  of  age. 
{Cobb's  Gen.  Stat.  1859,^?.  206,  §  397.) 

In  Florida,  the  statute  of  limitations  in  regard  to  real  actions  is 
extended  ten  years  after  an  infant  comes  of  age ;  and  as  to  persona:! 
actions  the  statute  does  not  i*un  against  infants  at  all.  {Thompson's 
Dig.  tit.  5,  ch.  1,  §  1,  stibd.  2,  and  §  2,  subd.  1.) 

In  the  State  of  Alabama,  the  time  during  which  a  person  may 
be  an  infant  is  not  to  be  taken  or  computed  as  a  part  of  the  thne 
Umited  for  bringing  actions  either  real  or  personal,  though  the 
action  must  be  brought  within  three  years  after  full  age.  {Code, 
1852,  ch.  21,  §  248.) 

In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
ran  as  to  infants  in  any  case.  {AlUn  and  Van  Hoesen's  Dig.  1839, 
ch.  73,  §  7.  HutchinsorCs  Code,  1848,  ch.  57,  §  7.  In  Louisiana, 
besides  the  prescription  declared  with  respect  to  land,  there  is 
another  of  four  years,  wliich  rnns  against  a  minor  after  he  comes 
of  age,  as  to  any  real  estate  alienated  by  the  tutor  in  cases  not 
prescribed  by  law ;  and  it  is  provided  further  by  the  statute  that 
minors  cannot  be  prescribed  against,  {Angell  on  Lim.  App.  113, 
114.     Civ.  Code  of  La.  art.  3488.) 
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Li  Tennefisee,  a  person  who  is  an  infant  at  the  time  his  cause  of 
.  action  accrues  for  the  recovery  of  real  estate,  or  for  any  other 
'  cause,  has  three  years  after  coming  of  age  to  prosecute  his  suit. 
{Cwip.  Zato^  J858,  ch.  2,  §  2757.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  real  actions  may  be  prosecuted  by- 
infants  at  any  time  within  ten  years  after  they  come  of  age ;  and 
in  personal  actions,  the  statute  does  not  run  against  minors  at  all. 
(2  R.  Such.  63.  art  1  §  8,  oH.  4,  §  2.  Machir  v.  May,  4  BiUi's 
E.  43.) 

In  Missouri,  infants  have  three  years  after  coming  of  age  to 
bring  a  real  action,  notwitlistanding  the  statute  of  limitations ;  and 
as  to  personal  actions  the  statute  does  not  run  against  infants  at  alL 
{R.  S.  1865,  cL  191,  §§  4,  14.) 

In  Arkansas,  infants  have  five  years  to  prosecute  a  real  action 
after  coming  of  age ;  and  as  to  personal  actions,  infants  are  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute.    {Dig.  1858,^.  752,  §  IC.) 

And  in  the  State  of  Texas,  minors  are  allowed  two  years  after 
matm*ity  to  prosecute  their  claims  to  real  estate ;  and  in  all  other 
cases  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  against  them.  {Pas- 
chaV a  Annotated  Dig.  1866,  arts.  4617,  4621.)' 

§  116.  In  tiie  State  ot  Ohio,  a  person  who  is  an  infant  at  the 
time  his  action  accrues  for  any  real  estate,  may  bring  his  action  at 
any  time  witliin  ten  years  after  attaining  full  age;  and  the  statute 
of  limitations  does  not  run  against  minors  with  respect  to  any 
otlier  action,  except  for  penalties  and  forfeitures.  (2  R.  S.  1860, 
ch.  87,  §  19.) 

In  tlie  State  of  Indiana,  infants  are  not  affected  by  the  statute 
of  limitations  during  infancy.    (2  R.  8.  1862,  §  586.) 

In  the  State  of  Illinois,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run 
against  infants  at  alL  {Revised  Zatoo  1858,  p.  746,  §  7 ;  j>.  747,  §§ 
1,  2 ;  ^.  750,  §  10 ;  i>-  '752,  §  14.)  In  Michigan,  if  the  pereon  first 
entitled  to  make  entry  upon  lands  or  bring  any  action  for  the 
recovery  thereof,  shall  die  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
no  judgment  shall  have  passed  against  him  with  respect  to  such 
lands,  the  entry  may  be  made  or  the  action  brought  by  his  lieirs  or 
any  person  claiming  from,  by  or  under  him  at  any  time  within  ten 
years  after  his  death,  notwithstanding  the  twenty-fiye  years'  limita- 
tion prescribed  by  the  statute  may  have  expired ;  and  with  respect 
to  personal  actions,  the  statute  does  not  run  against  minors  at  all. 
(2  .  R.  8.jsh.  165,  §  6.) 
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In  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  the  statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants, 
is  extended,  in  all  real  actions,  five  years  after  they  come  of  age, 
and,  in  personal  actions,  one  year  after  they  come  of  age,  except 
that  the  statute  runs  against  infants  the  same  as  to  adults  in  actions 
for  penalties  and  forfeitures,  and  against  sheriffs.  {R.  S.  1858,  oh. 
138,  §§  13,  29.) 

In  the  State  of  Iowa,  the  statute  of  limitations  with  respect  to 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  property,  does  not  apply  to  minors 
so  far  as  to  prevent  them  from  having  an  action  at  least  one  year 
after  attaining  their  majority,  within  which  time  they  may  com- 
mence such  actions.  {Eev.  ZawSj  1880,  ch.  116,  §  2747.)  In  Cali- 
fornia, if  a  person  is  an  infant  at  the  time  he  is  entitled  to  make  an 
entry  upon  lands,  or  bring  his  action  for  the  recovery  of  real  prop- 
erty, the  time  during  which  such  disability  continues  will  not  bo 
deemed  any  portion  of  the  time  in  the  act  limited  for  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  action,  or  making  his  entry  or  defense,  bat  the 
action  may  be  commenced,  or  entry  or  defense  made,  within 
the  period  of  five  years  after  such  person  comes  of  age,  or  after  his 
death,  if  he  die  while  an  infant ;  and  in  regard  to  all  other  actions, 
infancy  is  excluded,  from  the  time  limited  for  the  commencement 
of  the  action.  (2  Gen.  ZawSy  TT  4358,  4365.)  •  In  the  State 
of  Minnesota,  it  is  provided  that  if  any  person  entitled  to  bring 
an  action  for  any  caase,  except  for  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  or 
against  a  sheriff  or  other  officer  for  an  escape,  be  at  the  time 
the  cause  of  action  accrued,  within  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,  the 
time  of  such  disability  is  no  part  of  the  time  limited  for  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  except  that  the  period  within  which  the 
action  must  be  brought,  cannot  be  extended  more  than  one  year 
after  the  in&nt  becomes  of  age.  {Cornp.  JStcU.  1858,  ch,  60,  §  17.) 
In  the  new  State  of  Nebraska,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
run  as  to  infants,  except  as  to  actions  for  a  penalty  or  forfeiture. 
{H.  S.  1866,  paH  2,  tit.  2,  §  17.)  The  law  on  this  subject  is  the 
same  in  Kansas.  {Comp,  Lanjos  1862,  oh.  26,  §  26,  p.  128.)  In  the 
State  of  Or^on,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  against 
infants,  except  for  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  or  against  a  sheriff  or 
other  officer  for  an  escape,  except  that  the  time  for  bringing  a 
personal  action  will  not  be  extended  by  reason  of  such  disability 
more  than  one  year  after  the  disieibility  ceases.  {Oen.  Laws  1845, 
1864.     Oiv.  Code,  ch.  1,  §  17.) 
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§  117.  The  general  rule  is  that;  if  infancy  is  excepted  in  any 
respect  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  fact  of  infancy  and  of 
bringing  the  action  within  the  proper  time  after  the  disability 
expires,  must  4>e  specially  pleaded  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
the  party  pleading  it.  {Jackson  v.  Whiiloch^  1  Johns.  Cases^  213. 
Hyde  v.  Stone^  7  Wend.  It.  334.  St.  John  v.  Tumefr^  2  Yem.  Ch. 
R.  419.     (Mhotm  v.  Baird.,  3  A.  K  Marsh.  [Ky.l  E.  169.) 

In  some  of  the  American  States  adverse  possession  to  a  minor 
does  not  operate  against  his  rights,  and  although  the  statute  began 
to  run  against  the  ancestor,  yet  if  tlie  lands  descend  to  an  infant 
the  statute  stops  running  and  the  infant  has  the  time  allowed  by 
law,  to  bring  his  action  after  arriving  at  full  age.  This,  however, 
depends  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute  upon  the  subject ;  and 
such  is  the  rule  in  Kentucky,  Georgia  and  South  Carolina,  and 
some  others  of  the  states.  (Machir  v.  J/ay,  4  JBiWs  R.  43.  Seni^ 
ney  v.  Overton,  Ih.  445.  South  v.  Thomas,  7  Monroe's  R.  59.  <rtJ- 
son  V.  Taylor,  3  McCord^s  \S.  <7.]  R.  451.  Coolce  v.  Wood,  1 16. 
139.  Rose  V.  Daniel,  3  Brevard"* s  [S.  C]  R.  438.  Irwin  v.  Morell^ 
Dudley^ s  [Geo.]  R.  72.)  The  rule  is  different  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  and  in  several  others  of  the  states.    {Jackson  v.  Moore,  13 

■  _  

Johns.  R.  513.-    Fleming  v.  Oriswold,  3  HUPs  R.  86.) 

§  118.  The  principle  has  long  been  established  that  the  statute 
of  limitations  does  not  bar  a  trust  estate,  and  that  as  between  the 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  a  trust  cannot  be  reached  by  the 
statute  of  limitations.  This  doctrine  was  settled  over  fitly  years 
ago  in  the  English  court  of  chancery,  and  seems  to  be  admitted 
ever  since.  {Chohnonddey  v.  Clinton,  2  MerivMs  R.  93.)  The 
principle  is  recognized  in  this  country,  but  both  here  and  in 
England  the  doctrine  holds  good  only  in  the  case  of  a  direct  trust, 
and  as  between  the  cestui  que  trust  and  trustee ;  and  not  between 
the  cestui  que  trust  and  trustee  on  the  one  side,  and  a  third  party 
on  the  other  side.  {Earl  of  Huntingdon  y.  Countess  of  Huntingdon, 
8  P.  Wms.  R.  310.    Zj/on  v.  MarcLay,  1  WaU's  [Pa.]  R.  275. 

White  V  White,  1  Md.  CL  Dec.  63.  Thomas  v.  Brin^ld,  7  Geo. 
R.  154.  But  vide  Payne  v.  Bullard,  23  Miss.  R.  88.)  It  is  in  this 
sense  that  we  must  understand  the  dictum  of  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  master 
of  the  rolls  in  the  English  chancery,  that  the  forbearance  of  trus- 
tees in  not  doing  what  it  was  their  office  to  have  done  shall  in  no 
sort  prejudice  the  cestui  qiie  tncst     {Lechmere  v.  Carlisle,  3  P. 

Wms,  R.  215.)    Lord  Somers  once  s^ems  to  have  decided  Uiat  an 
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infant  cestui  que  trust  cannot  be  barred  by  the  laches  of  his  trustee. 
{Allen  V.  SayePy  2  Vem.  R,  368.)  Of  course  an  infant  is  not  any 
more  than  an  adult,  barred  by  lapse  of  time  when  his  trustee  has 
aliened  to  a  person  having  notice  of  the  trust.  (  Vide  Kenady  v. 
Daly,  lSch.dk  Lef.  H.  379.) 

In  a  learned  and  elaborate  opinion  of  Chancellor  Kent,  in  the 
late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York,  the  principle  is 
laid  down,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  good  plea  in  equity, 
as  well  as  at  law;  that  those  trusts  which  are  mere  creatures  of  a 
conrt  of  equity  are  not  within  the  statute  of  limitations ;  and  that 
as  long  as  there  is  a  continuing  and  subsisting  trust,  acknowledged 
or  acted  on  by  the  parties,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
apply ;  but  if  the  trustee  denies  the  right  of  his  cestui  que  trusty 
and  the  possession  of  the  property  becomes  adverse,  lapse  of  time, 
from  that  period,  may  constitute  a*  bar  in  equity ;  but  other  trusts, 
which  are  the  ground  of  an  action  at  law,  are  not  exempted  from  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  {Kane  v.  Bloodgood,  1  Johns,  Ch.  R.  90.) 
And  in  a  case  in  the  English  court  of  chancery,  Lord  Macclesfield 
expressed  the  opinion,  "that  when  one  receives  the  profits  of  an 
infant's  estate,  and,  six  years  after  his  coming  of  age,  he  brings  a 
bill  for  an  account,  the  statute  of  limitations  was  a  bar  to  such 
suit,  as  it  would  be  to  an  action  of  account  at  common  law ;  for  this 
receipt  of  the  profits  of  an  infant's  estate  was  not  such  a  trust  as, 
being  a  creature  of  a  court  of  equity,  the  statute  shall  be  no  bar  to, 
for  he  might  have  had  his  action  of  account  at  law,  so  shall  he  be  of 
his  remedy  in  this  court ;  and  there  is  no  sort  of  difference  in  reason 
between  the  two  cases."    {Lackey  v.  Lockey,  Prec.  in  Ch.  518.) 

When  an  administrator  in  trust  for  an  infant  has  a  right  to  sue 
daring  infancy,  and  does  not  sue  within  the  time- prescribed  by  tlie 
statute  of  limitations,  the  infant  is  barred  of  his  remedy  against 
the  debtor.  (  Wyck  v.  JEast  India  Company^  3  P.  Wms.  R.  309.) 
And  if  trustees  appointed  to  protect  the  inheritance  neglect  their 
duty,  and  suffer' an  adverse  possession  of  twenty  years  to  be  held, 
the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  the  cestui  que  trust.  {Pent- 
land  V.  Stokes,  2  Ball  cfe  Beatty^s  R.  68.  Hovenden  v.  Zord  Annesley, 
2  Sch.  cfe  Lef.  R.  607.)  When  the  statute  makes  no  saving  or 
exception,  the  court  of  chancery  will  make  none  in  favor  of  infants. 
{Demarest  v.  Wyncoop,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  146.) 

It  has  been  held  in  Yermont  that  the  statute  of  limitations  is  not 
applicable  to  the  account  of  a  guardian  against  his  ward  while  the 


172  LAW  OF  INFANCY. 

relation  continaea  to  exist ;  and  that,  after  the  relation  terminateB, 
lapse  of  time  will  not  bar  the  guardian's  claim  when  the  delay  is 
satisfactorily  explained  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  {Eimb<dl 
V.  Ives^  17  Vt  a.  430.)  In  Massachusetts,  the  statute  will  run 
against  an  infant  whose  claim  is  involved  in  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
under  administration.    {SaU  v.  Bumsteadj  20  Pick.  JR.  2.) 

§  119.  An  infant  cannot  take  advantage  of  his  infancy  tp  excuse 
the  non-as86i*tion  of  his  right  under  an  executory  agreement,  when 
an  immediate  assertion  of  his  rights  and  performance  of  his 
part  of  the  contract  are  essential  to  the  interest  of  the  other  party. 
{McPherson  an  Inf.  641.) 

An  ihfant  is  bound  by  a  judgment  or  decree,  regularly  entered 
against  him,  the  same  as  a  grown  person ;  but  he  can  dispute  it  as 
well  as  a  grown  person,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  collusion  or  error. 
{Ralston  v.  Zakee^  8  Clark^a  [^lowa]  R.  17.  Jeffrie  v.  RobedeauXj 
8  Miss.  R.  83.)  There  can,  however,  be  no  valid  decree  against  an 
infant  by  default,  or  on  answer  by  guardian ;  but  he  must  have  a 
day  in  court,  after  he  comes  of  age,  to  show  error  in  tlie  decree. 
But  a  decree  of  sale  against  an  infant  is  valid.  (Mills  v.  Dennisy 
3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  367.  TJmyer  v.  Lane,  Walker's  Ch.  R.  200.  Pope 
V.  Lemaster,  5  IM,  \KyP^  R.  77.  Beehe  v.  BuUMt^  4  Biib'^s  \Ky.'\ 
R.  11.  WiUdnsorCs  Admrs.  v.  Oli/oer^s  Rep's,  4  Sen.  d&  Mvmf, 
[  Fa.]  R.  450.  Glaze  v.  Drayton,  1  Dessau.  [S.  C]  H.  109,  125. 
Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson,  lb.  201.  Harlen  v.  Barnes,  5  Dana's 
[JKy.]  R.  223.  Ofudfant  v.  Monroe,  3  tb.  35.  Sarris  v.  2rw- 
mAn,  1  JSoff.  Ch.  jB.  178.) 

An  account  taken  before  a  master,  upon  the  application  of  the 
executrix,  when  no  suit  is  pending,  is  not  binding  on  infant  heirs ; 
but  if  the  father  and  guardian  oi  the  infants  attended  on  their 
behalf,  the  account  will  be  opened  only  to  correct  errors  to  be 
pointed  out  by  them.    {Eoertson  v.  Tappan,  6  Johns.  Ch.  R.  611.) 

An  answer  filed  by  an  infant  may  be  amended  on  motion  when 
he  attains  full  age.  ( Winston  v.  Campbell,  4  Hen.  <&  Mkmf.  [  VdJ] 
R.  477.) 

Infants  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  the  misstatement  or  omissions 
of  their  guardian  in  his  answer  to  a  complaint  filed  against  them. 
The  court  will  give  judgment  according  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 
Lenox  v.  Notrebe,  1  Humph.  [Tenn.']  R.  251.  James  v.  James,  4 
Paige's  Ch.  R.  116.)  And  the  facts  which  will  erititle.the  plaintiff 
to  a  judgment  must  be  established  against  infants  by  legal  proof. 
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Neither  the  gaardian  ad  litem^  or  any  other  person,  has  power  to 
waive  this  proof  nor  consent  to  a  judgment  without  it.  This  is  a 
role  of  law  which  cannot  be  evaded ;  and  the  guardian's  responsi- 
bility to  the  infant  is  no  answer  to  the  objection.  {Litchfiddy. 
BaeiDdl,  5  Haw.  Pr.  li.  341,  345.) 

The  interest  of  an  infant  will  not  be  affected  by  the  recitals  in  a 
deed  made  daring  infancy,  when  an  adult  might  be  bound  by  them. 
{Milner  v.  Sarewood,  18  Ves.  R,  274.) 

The  court  of  chancery  is  guardian  of  infants,  and  will  not  allow 
Ihem  to  be  prejudiced  by  acta  in  their  infancy,  especially  in  trans- 
actions with  the  executors  of  their  ancestors'  estate.  {Stodo  v. 
Stocto,  1  Dessau.  [S.  C]  li.  201.)  The  court  will  protect  the  right  of 
in&nts,  when  they  are  manifestly  entitled  to  something,  although 
their  guardian  ad  litem  neglects  to  claim  it  in  their  behalf.  {Ste- 
phene  v.  Yan  Buren^  1  Paige^s  Gh.  R.  479.) 

In  an  action  against  an  infant,  nothing  will  be  taken  as  admitted, 
but  complete  proof  will  be  required.     {TutUe  v.  Oamett^  16  lU,  R. 
354.    James  v.  James,  4  Paige's  Oh.-  R.  115.    Stephenson  v.  Ste 
phensm,  6  II.  353.    Hiis  v.  IliU,  2  Rand.  [  Va,']  R.  409.) 

In  an  action  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  another  state,  without 
actual  notice  to  the  defendant  in  the  original  suit,  he  may  defend 
on  the  ground  that  the  note  on  which  the  judgment  was  founded 
was  given  when  he  was  an  infant.  {BarUet  v.  KnigM,  1  Mass, 
R.  401.) 

The  acts  and  admissions  of  a  minor,  relative  to  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  a  suit,  are  admissible  in  evidence  against  him.  The  infancy 
of  the  party  may  be  shown  to  obviate  their  effect,  and  the  weight 
to  be  attached  to  them  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.    {Bdmhlett  v.  HambleU,  6  If.  H.  R.  333.) 

An  infant  defendant  may  take  any  objection,  on  the  hearing,  to 
the  relief  sought,  whether  the  objection  was  apparent  on  the  bill 
or  came  out  in  the  testimony.  An  infant  in  this  respect  is  favored 
above  that  of  an  adult.  {Jones  v.  Si.  John,  4  Sa/nd.  Ch.  R.  208.) 
Though  an  infant  defendant  consent  to  be  examined  as  a  witness 
for  a  co-defendant,  if  his  testimony  is  against  his  own  interest,  the 
court  will  suppress  the  deposition.  {Moore  v.  Moore,  4  Sand.  Ch. 
R.  37.) 

§  120.  A  decree  uprooting  a  valid  trust  for  infants,  upon  the 
ground  of  a  purchase  of  the  land  by  the  complainant,  in  good  faith, 
and  without  notice  of  the  trust,  is  erroneous  if  it  do  not  give  them 
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a  day  in  court  after  coming  of  age ;  and  the  error  may  be  corrected 
eitlier  by  original  bill  or  bill  of  review.  ( Wright  v.  Miller,  1 
Sand.  Ch,  JR.  103.  8.  C.  4  Sdd-.  H.  9.)  However,  an  infant  who 
has  a  day  given  him,  after  he  comes  of  age,  to  show  cause  against 
a  decree,  cannot  assail  the  decree  in  any  mode  he  pleases  by  that 
day,  bat  must  first  obtain  the  leave  and  direction  of  the  court  in 
the  premises.    {Fidd  v.  WiUiamsony  4  Sand.  Ch.  JR.  613.) 

In  case  of  partition  of  real  estate,  when  actual  partition  is  made, 
the  infant  defendant  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  come  in 
after  his  majority  and  have  the  decree  opened.  But  if  the  land  is 
sold,  he  has  no  such  privilege,  if  the  judgment  ordering  the  sale 
was  regular,  but  his  right  is  cut  off  by  the  decree  and  sale,  and  he 
is  concluded.  {Vide  Farram,  v.  Sherwood,  17  N.  T.  R.  227.) 
But  infant  owners  will  be  relieved  by  a  resale  when  their  property 
*  has  been  sacrificed  through  the  misapprehension  or  negligence  of 
their  natural  or  statutory  guardians,  on  condition  that  a  full  indem- 
nity is  offered  to  the  purchaser.  And  whenever,  in  a  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding in  the  supreme  court,  (^  in  any  court  of  equity,  the  fact 
appears  that  the  rights  of  infant  parties  have  been  invaded,  or  are 
in  danger  of  being  prejudiced,  the  conrt  ought,  without  waiting  to 
be  specially  invoked  to  do  so,  to  exercise  its  protective  jurisdiction 
in  behalf  of  such  infant  parties.  Although  no  application  for  a 
resale  is  made  in  behalf  of  infants,  yet  such  an  order  may  be  made 
on  the  court's  own  motion,  in  its  capacity  of  universal  guardian  to 
all  infants,  and  by  virtue  of  its  obligation  to  exercise  a  general 
superintendence  and  protective  jurisdiction  over  their  persons  and 
property.    {Lefeore  v.  Lararoay,  22  JBarb.  R,  167.) 


CHAPTER  XL 

FOR   WHAT   AN   INFANT  IS   LIABLE  —  WH]&N   LIABLE   CIVUXT WHEN 

CRIMINALLY  —  THE  RULE  IN  8U0H  CASES. 

§  121.  An  infant  may  be  intrusted  with  certain  offices,  and  it 
follows  as  a  legitimate  result  that  he  must  be  liable  to  the  conse- 
quences of  his  acts  in  the  exercise  of  those  offices.  This  is 
especially  the  rale  when  the  office  held  by  the  infant  is  of  a  public 
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nature.  An  infant^  as  we  hove  seen,  may  act  as  a  jailer  {arUe^ 
§  78),  and  if,  while  he  is  keeper  of  the  jail,  he  should  let  a  prisoner 
escape  out  of  execution,  he  would  be  liable  to  an  action  for  the 
damage,  the  same  as  an  adult.  ( Vide  King  v.  DiUistorij  3  Mod, 
R.  222«)  So  an  infant  will  be  liable  civilly  for  his  negligence  in 
any  office  which  he  may  legally  hold.  Should  he  be  permitted, 
however,  to  hold  an  office  of  pecuniary  trust,  and  be  guilty  of 
negligence  with  respect  to  the  moneys  placed  in  his  hands,  those 
to  whom  the  money  belongs  would  have  no  remedy,  unless  the 
infant  officer  should  be  proved  guilty  of  a  tortious  conversion  of 
tlie  money.  This  is  assigned  as  a  reason  why  an  in&nt  cannot 
hold  an  office  of  pecuniary  trust,  or  where  it  is  a  part  of  the  duty 
of  the  incumbent  to  receive  money.  {Claridge  v.  Evelyn^  5  Bamw. 
A  Aid.  H.  81.)  We  have  seen  that  an  office  in  a  parkship  may  be 
given  or  descend  to  an  infant  {antey  §  78) ;  but  if  the  condition  in ' 
law  annexed,  to  the  office,  which  is  skill,  be  not  observed,  the  office  is 
forfeited.  {King  v.  DUliaUm^  supra.  Stowd  v.  Zaicch,  Plowdon^s 
7?.  375.)  And  we  have  seen  that  in  some  instances  an  infant  may 
administer  at  seventeen,  but  he  cannot  commit  a ''  devastavit "  until 
he  is  twenty-one.  (  Vide  WhiUrvore  v.  Wdd^  1  Vem.  R.  328.)  But 
an  infant  executor  or  administrator  would  be  liable  for  a  fraudulent 
execution  of  his  trust.    {Loop  v.  Loop^  1  Vt.  R.  177.) 

§  122.  In  all  cases  where  an  infant  is  allowed  to  make  a  binding 
contract,  or  perform  a  valid  act,  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  non- 
performance or  default,  the  same  as  an  adult.  Thus,  an  infant 
may  make  a  valid  contract  for  necessaries,  and  having  contracted 
for  them,  he  may  be  sued  for  their  value.  So  an  infant  is  liable 
to  an  action  upon  his  recognizance  to  appear  and  answer  a  crimi- 
nal chai^,  and  upon  any  other  bond  or  obligation  required  of  him 
by  law.  So,  also,  if  a  minor  take  a  lease  of  land,  and  enter  and 
continue  in  possession  of  the  claim  by  rent,  he  is  liable  to  the  same 
process  and  to  the  same  action  as  an  adult  to  enforce  his  contract 
for  rent.  {Nevrry  cfe  £nniskiUen  Ra/ihoay  v.  Coambej  3  JEach.  R. 
669.  Norikwestem  Railway  v.  McMichad^  5  ih.  126.)  If  he 
wishes  to  exonerate  himself  from  the  obligation  to  pay  rent,  all 
he  has  to  do  is,  to  disclaim,  whit;h,  it  seems,  he  may  do  at  any 
time  before  the  rent  day  comes,  and  be  relieved  from  liability  for 
the  ptst  occupation.    (Z&.) 

In  an  action  against  an  adult  for  the  use  of  lands  occupied  by 
him  during  minority,  decided  by  the  English  court  a  hundred 
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years  ago,  YateB,  Justice,  said:  ''If  the  defendant  was  still  an 
infant,  I  should  think  tliis  action  maintainable.  Debt,  perliaps, 
wonld  not  lie,  becaase  an  infant  cannot  wage  his  law ;  bat 
assumpsit^  I  think,  would  lie,  as  the  infant  continued  to  occupy 
and  enjoy  the  estate.  In  ICirten  v.  EUioUy  (2  Btdst.  B.  69,)  the 
plaintiff  recovered  against  an  infant  the  rent  upon  a  lease  made  to 
him ;  and  it  is  there  said, '  if  a  lease  be  made  to  an  infant,  and  he 
occupies  and  enjoys,  he  shall  be  charged  with  the  rent.' "  {Evdyn 
V.  Chichester^  3  Burr.  B.  1719.)  This  was  under  the  old  copy- 
hold system,  but  the  principle  is  recognized  at  the  present  day. 
In  all  cases  where  the  law  absolutely  requires  of  an  infant  any 
duty  or  act,  the  same  may  be  enforced  against  the  infant  bj^  the 
same  process  as  against  an  adult.  And  whenever  any  disability, 
enacted  }#y  tiie  common  law,  is  removed  by  the  enactment  of  a 
statute,  the  competency  of  an  infant  to  do  ail  acts  within  the  pur- 
view of  such  statute  is  as  complete  as  that  of  a  person  of  full 
age,  and,  of  course^  in  such  a  case,  the  infant  is  liable  in  the  same 
manner  as  an  adult.  {United  States  v.  Bmnbridge^  1  Mason^s 
i?.  71.) 

It  seems  that  if  an  infant  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  or 
purchase  of  an  estate,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  he  cannot  enforce 
it  in  equity,  nor  can  it  be  enforced  against  him,  for  the  reason  that 
it  is  not  mutual.  {Copes  v.  Button^  2  Btiss,  B.  857.  Flight  \. 
BoUand,  4  ih.  298.) 

§  123.  The  privilege  of  infancy  is  purely  protective,  and  infants 
are  liable  for  torts  and  injuries  of  a  private  nature,  and  for  all 
wrongs  committed  by  them,  the  same  as  adultd.  If  the  tort  be 
committed  with  force,  the  infant  is  liable  at  any  age,  for  in  case  of 
civil  injuria^  with  force,  the  intention  is  not  regarded,  for,  in  such  a 
case,  a  lunatic  is  as  liable  to  compensate  in  daipages  as  a  man  in 
his  right  mind.  {Beeves*  Dom.  Bel.  256.  Baxter  v.  Brushy  29  Vt. 
B.  465.  SooU  V.  WdtsoUy  46  Maine  B.  362.)  The  act,  however,  must 
be  wholly  tortious,  in  order  to  charge  the  infant ;  and  it  is  well 
settled  that  a  matter  arising  ex  contractu^  though  infected  with 
fraud,  cannot  be  changed  into  a  tort,  in  order  to  charge  the  infant 
in  trover  or  case,  by  a  change  in  the  form  of  the  action.  {Jen- 
nings V.  BundeUj  8  Term  B.  337.  West  v.  MoorSj  14  Vt.  B.  447. 
Merrill  v.  Aden^  19  ib.  505.  Brown  v.  Durham^  1  BooHs  B.  273 
The  People  v.  Kendall^  25  Wend.  B.  399.)  When  the  injury  com- 
plained  of  happened  through  the  unskillfulness,  want  of  knowledge, 
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discretion  and  judgment  of  the  party,  infancy  will  be  a  bar  to  the 
action.     {CampbeU  v.  8toJce^y  2  Wend.  R  137.) 

If  an  infant  be  trusted  with  personal  property,  for  the  purpose 
of  transportation  from  one  place  to  another,  and  neglects  to  perform 
his  contracts  bjit  consumes  or  wastes  the  goods,  he  is  not  liable  on 
his  contract,  under  a  plea  of  infancy,  but  an  action  will  be  sus* 
tained  against  him  for  the  wrong  in  consuming  and  wasting  the 
property.  {Fumte  v.  Smithy  1  Roll.  Air.  530.)  So  if  an  infant 
receive  the  goods  of  another,  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  labor 
upon  them  (the  fact  of  infancy  being  unknown  to  the  bailor),  and 
subsequently  refuses  to  return  them  on  demand,  he  is  liable  to  an 
action  of  detinue  or  trover  for  the  conversion.  {Mills  v.  Oraham'^ 
1  New,  It.  [4  Bos.  c6  PuU.]  140.)  In  this  last  case.  Sir  James 
Mansfield,  Chief  Justice,  remarked  tliat  the  defendant  ^^  fraudu- 
lently received  the  goods,  concealing  the  circumstances  of  hia 
minority,  and  then  set  up  his  minority  as  a  defense  against  tlie 
plain  tiff  ^6  just  demand.  The  goods  being  wrongAilly  in  the 
defendants  hands  from  the  beginning,  without  any  valid  eontitu:! 
between  him  and  the  plaintifi^  it  seems  that  they  must  be  con- 
sidered in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  defendant  had,  at  fir<>t, 
wrongfully  gotten  possession  of  them  without  pretense  of  bail- 
ment." And,  in  conclusion,  ^'  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  goods 
did  not  come  to  the  defendant  under  what  could  properly  be  called 
a  bailment.  They  came  into  his  hands  by  fraud,  and  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  must  be  considered  just  the  same  as  if  the  goods  had 
come  to  the  defendant's  hands  without  pretense  of  right  on 
delivery."  An  infant  is  liable  for  money  received  by  him  as  an 
apprentice,  which  he  embezzles  or  misapplies,  and  this,  even,  in  an 
action  in  form  ex  coiitrdctu^  it  being,  in  substance,  an  action  ex 
delictUj  and  the  same  rule  of  law  applies.  {Bristow  v.  Eastraany 
1  Esp.  R.  172.) 

§  124.  When  personal  property  is  committed  to  an  infant  as 
supercargo,  and  through  his  carelessness  and  negligence  the  prop- 
erty is  wasted,  and  the  infant  willfully  disobeys  instructions  with 
respect  to  the  property,  by  which  the  owner  sustains  damage,  the 
owner  has  an  action  against  the  infant  for  the  tort,  though  not  upon 
the  contract  for  a  breach  of  instructions.  (  Vasse  v.  Smithy  6  Oranch, 
JS.  226,  239.)  Still,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  permitted  to  vary  the 
liability  of  the.  infant  to  the  prejudice  of  the  latter,  by  varying 
the  form  of  his  action ;  and  if  the  transaction  between  the  parties 
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was  really  a  contract,  the  plaintiff  cannot  proceed  upon  it  as  for  a 
tort.  Thus  it  has  been  held  that,  when  goods  are  delivered  to  an 
infant  on  a  contract,  by  a  man  who  knows  of  the  infancy,  the  infant 
cannot  be  charged  for  the  goods  in  trover  and  conversion.  {Manley 
V  Scott,  1  JSid,  R.  129.)  But  this  is  otherwise  when  there  has  been 
willful  misconduct  and  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  infant, 
and  when  he  fills  a  situation  of  confidence.  ( Vide  FvmU  v. 
Smith,  1  EoU,  Ahr.  530.    BriMaw  v.  Eastman,  1  Esp.  B.  172.) 

Infancy  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  the 
warranty  of  a  horsey  for  the  warranty  is,  in  fact,  an  undertaking 
that  the  horse  is  sound,  and  it  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  does  not 
make  the  case  stronger  by  declaring  in  tort,  and  aUegiiig  deceit 
practiced  in  the  course  of  the  contract.  {Howlett  v.  Haaweli,  4: 
Camp.  B.  118.  Geeen  v.  Oreenhank,  2  Marshall,  486.  4  Eng.  C. 
Z.  jR.  496.)  But  in  the  State  of  SoutJi  Carolina  it  has  been  held 
that  infancy  was  no  defense  to  an  action  ex  delicto,  for  a  false 
w;arranty  in  the  sale  of  a  horse.  {Wood  v.  Vance,  1  NoiJt  c6 
MgCotWs  a,  197.  An  infant  receiving  property  as  bailee  is  pro- 
tected if  he  keeps  within  the  terms  of  the  bailment ;  but  if  he 
departs  from  the  terms  under  which  he  receives  the  property  he  is 
liable  to  an  astion  as  for  the  conversion  of  the  property.  {Town  v. 
Wiley,  23  Vt.  B,  355.)  Of  course  an  action  of  trover  will  lie 
against  an  infant  for  taking  property  wrongfully,  or  for  converting 
property  bailed  to  him.  {Jervis  v.  IMUefidd,  15  Maine  B.  233. 
Green  v.  Sperry,  16  Vt.  B.  390. 

It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  New  York,  that  an  act  of 
exploding  fire-crackers  by  an  infant,  in  the  public  streets  of  a  city, 
is  wrongful  and  unlawful ;  and  that  if  any  damage  to  the  persons 
of  individuals,  or  to  property,  animate  or  inanimate,  results  there- 
from, the  wrongdoer  is  liable  to  compensate  the  sufferer,  upon  the 
principle  that  in  an  action  ox  delicto,  for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's 
property  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  the 
infancy  of  the  defendant  is  no  protection.  He  is  as  fully  liable  for 
the  damages  sustained  as  if  he  were  of  full  age.  {Conldinr^  Thomp- 
*<w,  29  jRwJ..^.  218.) 

§  125.  In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  has  beeni  decided  that 
an  infant  who  hires  a  horse  to.  go  to  a  place  agreed  qn,  but  goes  to 
another  place  in  a  different  direction,  is  liable  in  trover,  for  an 
unlawful  conversion  of  the  horse,  in  the  same  manner  that  an  adult 
would  be  liable  under  the  same  circumstances.    {Homer  v.  Tl^vAng^ 
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3  Pick,  H,  492.)  And  in  a  late  case  in  the  superior  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  the  same  doctrine  is  reiterated,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  when  a  person  hires  a  horse  to  go  a  fixed  distance,  and 
goes  beyond  it,  tho  act  is,  in  judgment  of  law,  a  dispossession  of 
the  owner  and  a  conversion  of  the  property  to  his  own  use ;  and 
that,  therefore,  when  an  action  for  damages  is  brought  by  the 
owner,  as  it  is  founded,  not  upon  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  hiring, 
bat  upon  the  unlawful  conversion,  infancy  is  no  defense.  {Fish  v. 
Femsy  6  I>uer'8  R.  4Q.) 

In  another  case  in  the  late  court  of  errors  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  where  it  appeared  that  an  infant  took  a  mare  and  drove  hbr 
with  such  violence  and  otherwise  cruelly  treated  the  animal,  as 
that  she  died,  it  was  held,  that  though  case  would  not  lie,  trespass 
might  be  maintained  against  him;  and  the  doctrine  was  laid  down 
that  if  an  infant  who  has  a  horse  on  hire  does  any  willful  and 
positive  act  amounting  to  an  election  on  his  part  to  disaffirm  the 
contract  of  hiring,  the  owner  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  posses- 
sion ;  and  that  if  the  infant  willfully  and  intentionally  injures  the 
animal,  an  action  of  trespass  lies  against  him  for  the  tort. 
{Camfiell  v.  S^kes,  2  Wend.  R.  137.) 

But  it  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  that  an  infant 
is  not  liable  in  any  way  for  a  constructive  tort  or  conversion,  in 
driving  a  hired  horse  elsewhere  than  the  contract  allowed,  or 
managing  him  negligently  or  unskillfuUy.  {Penrose  v.  Curren^ 
3  RawU's  R.  351.    WiU  v.  FafeA,  6  Watts  R.  9.) 

An  infant  is  liable  to  an  action  for  his  acts,  by  virtue  of  an 
office,  which  by  statute  he  is  forbidden  to  hold,  although  he  may 
have  been  regularly  elected.  In  such  a  case,  he  may  be  an  officer 
de  factOy  so  that  his  acts  would  be  binding  upon  third  persons,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  mischief  to  such  as  confide  in  him ;  but  the 
office  would  be  void  as  to  the  officer  himself,  though  valid  as  to 
strangers.  {Cfreen  v.  Jffwfe,  23  Wend.  R.  490,  502.  Riddle  r. 
Bedford^  7  Serg.  cfe  Rcmle's  R.  386,  392.  Parker  v.  Luffr 
lorauffhy  10  tJ.  249.    JKeyser  v.  McKissan^  2  ib.  139,  140.) 

In  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  city  of  New  York,  it  has 
been  held  that  a  minor  who  obtains  property  upon  representations 
that  he  is  of  full  age,  is  liable  in  an  action  of  tort,  either  to  recover 
the  property  back  or  to  recover  damages  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  wrongfully  obtained.  {Eckstein  v.  Franks^  1  Daily's 
R.  334.^ 
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A  similar  docfcrine  was  enunciated  by  the  supreme  judicial  court 
of  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  fifty  years  ago;  and 
Putman,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  said :  "  The 
goods  w^re  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  Sand,  because  he  under- 
took to  pay  for  them,  and  declared  that  he  was  of  age.  The  basis 
of  this  contract  has  failed,  from  the  fault  if  not  the  fraud  of  the 
infant,  and,  on  that  ground,  the  property  may  be  considered  as 
never  having  passed  from  or  as  having  reve||:ed  in  the  plaintiff.  It 
is  said  in  Pothier^  1, 13,  *  If,  with  the  intention  of  giving  or  lending 
a  thing  to  PeteTy  I  give  or  lend  it  to  Payl^  whom  I  mistake  for 
PeteTy  the  gift  or  loan  is  void  for  want  of  my  consent.  The 
plaintiff  supposed  that  he  was  dealing  with  a  man  of  foil  age,  and 
not  with  an  infant ;  and  the  fraud,  which  induced  the  contract, 
furnishes  the  ground  for  the  impeachment  of  it.'"  {Badgef^r. 
Phinneyy  13  Mass.  R.  345.) 

It  is  the  clear  and  well  settled  rule  in  equity,  that  in  cases  of 
fraud,  infancy  cannot  be  pleaded  in  defense ;  and  in  America  there 
is  a  strong  current  of  authority  in  favor  of  the  equity  doctrine, 
that  if  an  infant  be  guilty  of  fraud,  or  fraudulently  conceal  his 
age,  and  thereby  obtain  money  or  goods,  he  is  liable  for  the  same. 
{Story  on  Con.  §  66,  note  1 ;  and  vide  Stoolfoos  v.  Jenkins^  12  Serff, 
(6  Rawle'a  R.  339.)  Such  acts  of  an  infant,  however,  as  are  only 
voidable,  are  allowed  in  equity  to  be  confirmed,  but  not  such  as 
are  actually  void.  A  warrant  of  attorney  is  of  the  latter  descrip- 
tion, which  the  court  cannot  make  good,  though  there  appear 
circumstances  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  infant.  {Saunderwn  v. 
MarTy  1  H.  Bl.  R.  75.)  And  in  Connecticut  it  has  been  held  that 
a  minor  is  not  liable  in  equity  for  fraud  in  a  contract,  any  more 
than  at  law.  {Oeer  v.  Hoveyy  1  Roofs  R.  179.)  Mr.  Story,  in  his 
excellent  work  on  contracts,  says:  "If  the  infant  have  been 
guilty  of  positive  fraud,  and  thereby  imposed  upon  the  other 
party  to  his  injury,  he  cannot  set  up  his  infancy  as  a  defense  to 
an  action  for  the  consideration,  although  the  matter  be  in  con- 
tract ;  for  by  his  fraud  he  has  put  himself  without  the  pale  of  his 
privilege,  and  is  responsible  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  were  an 
adult.  Fraud  renders  a  contract  void  ah  initioy  and  not  voidable ; 
and  if  an  infant,  by  fraudulent  representations^  therefore,  deceive 
the  other  party,-  and  thereby  induce  him  to  part  with  his  goods, 
such  an  agreement  will  be  utterly  void,  and  the  infant  will  be  liable 
in  an  action  of  trover  for  conversion."    {Story  on  Con.  §  66.) 
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§  126.  It  has  been  held  in  England,  contrary  to  the  doctrine  of 
some  of  the  American  decisions,  that  an  action  does  not  lie  against 
an  infant  for  obtaining  a  loan  bj  representing  himself  to  be  of  fall 
age;  because  the  affirmation,  being  by  an  infant,  was  void* 
{Johnwn  V.  PiCy  1  Zevim  Ji.  169.  1  Xib.  E,  905,  913.  Price  v. 
EewiU,  18  Eng.  L.  <&  Eq.  B.  522,  524.) 

In  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  a  dis- 
tinction is  suggested,  that  an  infant  is  not  liable  in  case  for 
any  Iraudulent  affirmation  that  makes  a  part  of  the  contract,  as 
for  a  fraudulent  representation  as  to  the  quality  of  goods ;  but 
that  for  fraudulent  representations  anterior  or  subsequent  to  the 
contract,  and  not  parcel  of  it,  he  is  liable.  Upon  this  principle 
it  was  decided  that  for  an  affirmation  that  he  is  of  age,  by  which 
n  contract  is  afterward  made  with  him,  an  infant  is  liable  in 
case.  {Fitts  v.  Sall^  9  N,  H.  B.  441.)  This  doctrine  would  seem 
to  be  more  fictitious  than  real,  and  the  case  is  decidedly  condemned 
in  American  Leading  Ckses,  where  the  learned  editors  say :  "  This 
decision,  which  directly  overrules  Johnson  v  Pie^  1  Zevim,  169,  is 
clearly  nnsound.  The  representation  by  itself  was  not  actionable, 
for  it  was  not  an  injury,  an(f  the  avoidance  of  the  contract,  which 
alone  made  it  so,  was  the  exercise  of  a  perfect  legal  right  on  the 
part  of  the  infant.  The  contract  in  such  a  case  as  JFitts  v.  Sail 
forms  an  essential  part  of  the  right  of  action,  and  no  liability  grow- 
ing out  of  contract  can  be  asserted  against  an  infant.  The  test  of 
aa  action  against  an  infant  is,  whether  a  liability  can  be  made  out 
without  taking  notice  of  the  contract.  It  is  admitted  in  the  same 
court  that  such  an  affirmation  as  in  Eitts  v.  Hall  does  not  estop  the 
infant  so  as  to  render  him  liable  on  the  contract  {Bmiey  v.  Bus- 
9dl.  10  iT.  jK  B.  184),  which  implies  that  the  avoidance  of  a 
contract  induced  by  such  a  representation,  is  not  a  framd^'* 
(1  Am.  Lead,  Cob,  118.)  This  reasoning  certainly  appears  plan- 
sible,  and  is  in  substance  sustained  by  the  superior  court  of  the' 
city  of  New  York,  in  a  case  decided  in  1851,  in  which  it  was 
held:  ^^  It  is  settled  law,  that  no  action  as  for  a  deceit,  can  be  maiur 
tained  against  an  ^infant,  even  when  he  has  attained  his  age, 
grounded  upon  a  false  representation  of  his  age."  Judge  Sandford, 
in  pronouncing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "We  believe  the 
law  remains  as  it  was  laid  down  m  Johnson  v.  Pie^  1  Kih.  905, 
913  (5.  C,  on  its  first  argument  in  1  Lev.  169),  which  was  an  action 
on  the  case  for  a  fraudulent  representation  by  the  defendant  ^haj; 
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he  was  of  full  age,  whereby  he  induced  the  plaintiff  to  lend  him 
money  on  a  mortgage,  when,  in  fact,  he  was  only  twenty  ye^rs  and 
six  months  old;  and  he  afterward  avoided  the  mortgage  for 
infancy.  After  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  judgment  was  arrested, 
on  the  ground  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  for  such  a 
false  statement,  made  by  an  infant.  It  is  stated  in  that  case  that 
the  same  point  was  held  the  previous  term,  in  the  case  of  Grove  v. 
JTevil,  These  decisions  have  remained  the  law  of  England  to  tlie 
present  day  {McPher9on  on  Inf.  482),  and  we  are  disposed  to 
acquiesce  in  them  as  well  adapted  to  maintain  the  protection  which 
the  common  law  has  thrown  around  infants."  {Brown  v.  McCunej 
6  Scmd.  H.  224.)  It  had,  however,  been  held  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  some  eight  years  before  the  case 
of  Brovm  v.  McOiine^  was  decided,  that  "  an  infant  who  fraudu- 
lently obtains  goods  upon  credit,  with  an  intention  not  to  pay  for 
them,  is  liable  in  tort  to  the  party  injured."  The  representation 
by  the  infant  was,  that  he  was  a  person  lit  to  be  trusted,  and  he 
fraudulently  concealed  the  fact  that  he  was  an  infant ;  and  Judge 
Cowen  argued  that  the  infant  was  liable,  both  in  principle  and 
authority.    (  Wallace  v.  Morss^  5  HUP  a  B.  391.) 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  recognized  in  several  other  American 
cases,  and  the  opposite  rnle  which  was  laid  down  in  Jofmson  v. 
Bie,  1  Bib,  B.  905,  and  in  Brovm  v.  McOun^^  svpra^  may  be 
regarded  as  overruled  by  an  overwhelming  weight  of  authority, 
( Vide  Kilgrove  v.  Jordan^  17  Tex.  B,  349.  Norria  v.  Yance^  3 
^icA.  5. 164.  Perginy.Sutchliffe,A:McCord'sCh.B.Z%1.)  Says 
Lord  Chancellor  Cowper :  "  If  an  infant  is  old  and  cunning  enough 
to  contrive  and  carry  out  a  fraud,  he  ought  to  make  satisfaction  for 
it."    (2  Eq.  Ca.  Ahr.  515.) 

It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts, 
that  an  infant  who  prevails,  on  the  plea  of  infancy,  in  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note  given  by  him  for  a  chattel  which  he  had 
fraudulently  obtained,  on  his  refusal  to  deliver  the  chattel  on 
demand,  is  liable  to  an  action  of  tort  for  the  conversion  of  the 
chattel,  although  he  had  sold  it  before  the  demand  was  made  upon 
him.  ( Walker  v.  BaviSy  1  Gray^s  B.  506.)  In  this  case  a  minor 
got  an  old  man,  eighty-five  years  old,  drunk,  and  then  bought  his 
cow  of  him,  and  gave  him  his  note  for  the  purchase  price,  which  he 
defeated  by  his  plea  of  infancy.  The  sale  might  have  been  avoided 
by  the  old  man  on  account  of  the  fraud,  and  his  intoxication  when 
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he  made  the  sale,  and  the  minor,  having  nullified  the  sale,  was 
made  liable  for  the  conversion  of  the  property,  which  was  right. 

Judge  Beeves,  in  his  remarks  upon  the  law  of  "  Parent  and 
Child,"  says :  ^^  It  is  laid  down  as  a  rule  in  tHe  elementary  writers, 
that  an  infant  cannot  be  liable  for  his  fraud  in  a  contract,  in  a  civil 
action ;  and  several  authorities  are  cited  to  prove  this  position.  It 
seems  to  me,  that  this  position  is  destitute  of  principle.  Infants 
are  not  liable  for  their  contracts,  but  may  be  for  their  torts.  The 
contract,  and  the  fraud  in  a  contract,  are  very  distinct  things ;  on 
the  first  he  would  not  be  liable,  but  I  cannot  conceive  of  any  reason 
why  an  infant,  who  doli  capaac^  and  commits  an  injury  by  prac- 
ticing fraud,  should  not  be  liable  to  compensate  in  damages  the 
person  injured."    {Beeve^s  Dom.  Rel,  259.) 

Whether  the  mere  silence  of  the  infant,  as  to  his  age,  knowing 
that  the  other  party  believe  him  an  adult,  would  render  him  liable 
for  goods  purchased  and  converted  by  him,  does  not  seem  to  be 
conclusively  settled,  although  the  better  opinion  is  that  he  would 
not  be  liable,  if  he  neither  does  nor  ^ays  any  thing  to  induce  the 
beUef  that  he  is  of  fiill  age.  It  has  been  held,  that,  in  the  absence 
of  any  positive  misrepreseittation,  the  mere  omission  of  the  infant 
to  disclose  his  infancy,  was  not  such  a  fraud  as  would  invalidate 
the  contract.  {Stillman  v.  Dawson^  1  De  Gex  A  SmaWa  Ch.  JS. 
90.)  But  if  a  minor  pm*chase  property,  knowing  that  the  seller 
believed  liim  to  be  of  full  age,  and  then  set  up  his  infancy  to  avoid 
payment  of  the  purchase-money,  the  vendor  can  reclaim  the  prop- 
erty if  it  be  still  in  the  possession  of  the  infant.  ( Vide  20  Am. 
Jur.  265.) 

§  127.  Infants  are  liable  to  an  action  for  personal  injuries  and 
assaults,  in  the  same  manner  as  adults.  When  the  injury  is  not 
the  effect  of  an  unavoidable  accident,  the  person  by  whom  it  is 
inflicted  is  liable  to  respond  in  damages  to  the  sufferer ;  and  the 
only  difference  between  an  infant  and  an  adult  in  such  a  case  is, 
that  an  injury  might  probably  be  considered  an  unavoidable 
accident  in  the  case  of  infants  which  would  not  be  so  considered 
in  the  case  of  adults.    {BuUock  v.  Bahcock^  3  Wend.  R,  391.) 

An  infant  is  liable  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  having  procured 
another  to  commit  an  assault  and  battery ;  so  held  by  the  supreme 
judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  upon  the  principle  that  all  persons 
aiding  and  abetting,  or  counseling  and  procuring  a  trespass  to  be 
done,  are  principals,  whether  present  or  not.    {Sikea  v.  John^oriy  16 
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Mass.  JS.  889.)  Bat  Mr.  Ohitty,  in  his  work  on  pleadings,  lays 
it  down,  npon  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  that  an  infant  cannot  be 
a  trespasser  by  prior  or  subsequent  assent,  but  only  by  his  own  act 
(1  Chitii/  on  Plead.*7  Am.  ed.  86);  an^  in  Bacon's  Abridgment 
it  is  said,  that  an  infant  cannot  be  guilty  of  a  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  by  barely  commanding  one,  or  assenting  to  one  to  his  use, 
because  every  such  command  or  assent  by  a  person  under  such  a^ 
incapacity  as  infancy  is  void.    {Bac.  Ahr.  tit.  Inf.  JET.) 

An  infant  is  liable  in  an  action  of  slander  in  the  same  cases  as 
adults,  though  not  until  he  is  doli  capaXy  "  capable  of  mischief," 
that  is,  having  knowledge  of  right  and  wrong.  At  the  age  of 
fourteen  he  is,  in  presumption  of  law,  doH  oapaXy  and  at  that  age, 
therefore,  he  would  probably  be  liable  in  an  action  of  slander. 
Beeve^s  Dam.  JRel.  259.) 

An  action  of  ejectment  may  be  maintained  against  an  infant. 
(MoCoon  V.  Smithy  3  ITilPs  H.  147.)  An  infant  is  also  liable  for 
continuing  a  malicious  prosecution  after  attaining  his  majority 
commenced  during  infancy.     {Stirling  y.Adam^y  3  Day^a  R.  411.) 

An  infant  is  not  chargeable  in  all  cases  for  wrongs  done  by  him. 
Thus,  an  infant  executor  cannot  commit  a  devastavit ;  and  when 
letters  of  administration  were  granted  to  an  infant,  under  which 
she  received  and  disposed  of  the  assets  of  the  intestate,  it  was  held 
that  an  account  could  not  be  directed  of  her  receipts  during  her 
infancy.  (Fwfo  Whitfrvore  v.  Wild^  1  Yem.  R.  328.  RusselPs 
Caae^  5  Coke's  R.  87  a.  Hindmarsh  v.  Southgate,  3  Rues.  R.  324. 
SmdUey  v.  SmaUeyy  1  Eq.  Cos.  Ahr.  6.) 

An  infant  cannot  be  made  responsible  for  the  negligence  of  one 
acting  as  his  agent  or  servant.  A  person  capable  in  law  of  being 
a  principal  or  master  renders  himself  liable  for  the  want  of  skill  or 
care  of  his  agent  or  servant,  the  relation  of  such  persons  being 
upon  the  principle  of  agency.  An  infant,  however,  is  incapable  iu 
law  of  appointing  an  agent,  and  as  he  cannot  create  an  agency,  he 
cannot  appoint  a  servant,  and,  therefore,  cannot  delegate  powers  to 
another ;  nor  can  he  guarantee  or  insure  the  fidelity,  care  or  skill  of 
such  other.  Such  legal  incapacity,  however,  does  not  exempt  him 
from  the  consequences  of  his  tortious  acts.  In  respect  to  those,  be 
is  responsible,  if  doli  capax  when  the  wrong  is  done.  But  such 
tortious  acts  must  be  committed*  by  the  infant  himself  ^  or  under  his 
immediate  view,  or  by  his  direction  or  autliority.  He  cannot  be  a 
trespasser  by  prior  or  subsequent  assent,  but  ovi^^for  his  own  act. 
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He  is  not  responsible  even  for  his  own  act,  if  it  occurs  throngli  his 
nnskiUfulness  and  want  of  knowledge,  discretion,  or  judgment.  On 
these  principles  an  infant  devisee  is  not  liable  for  damages  caused 
by  an  imperfect  fixture  upon  his  estate  erected  by  his  ancestor  and 
devisor,  though  happening  to  the  tenant  of  the  infant  after  the  estate 
comes  into  his  possession.    {HoNnna  v.  Maunty  33  Soto.  Pr.  B.  24.) 

An  infant  is  not  liable  by  the  custom  of  the  realm  for  the  loss 
of  goods  committed  to  his  care  as  an  innkeeper.  {Orosse  v« 
Androes,  1  RoU.  Abr.  2.) 

§  128.  If,  through  the  negligence  of  an  adult,  it  happens  that  an 
injury  is  done,  without  malice,  by  an  infanl,  the  adult,  and  per* 
haps  also  the  infant,  is  civilly  liable  to  the  person  injured.  Thus^ 
when  a  man  sent  for  a  loaded  gun,  desiring  that  the  person  who 
was  to  deliver  it  should  take  out  the  priming,  which  he  did ;  the 
gun,  after  being  delivered,  went  off  by  the  imprudent  act  of 
the  child,  and  wounded  a  bystander ;  the  man  who  sent  for  the 
gun  was  held  liable  for  the  damage.  {Diaon  v.  BeU^  5  MatUe  €& 
Sdwjfn's  R.  198.) 

It  is  proper  to  remark  that  in  all  actions  in  which  an  infant  is 
liable,  the  cause  of  action  may  be  proved  in  the  same  manner,  and 
by  the  same  species  of  evidence,  as  in  actions  against  an  adult. 
Thus,  the  confessions  of  an«infant  are  admissible  against  him,  the 
same  as  though  he  were  of  age.  {Mather  v.  Clark^  2*Aik.  R.  209. 
HaiU  V.  Zillie^  3  JSiWs  R,  149.  But  vide  Lumlay  v.  Thamaa^  26 
Geo.  R.  537.)  An  infant's  confession,  however,  should  be  received 
more  cautiously  on  account  of  his  age.  {Stoite  v.  Guilds  5  Hcdst. 
R.  189,  190.) 

So  the  remedies  against  infants,  when  they  are  liable,  are  the 
same  as  against  adults.  Thus,  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  an 
infant  for  money  tortiously  taken  by  him,  a  debt  due  to  him  may 
be  attached  by  trustee  process,  under  the  statutes  of  Vermont 
{EluoeU  V.  Martin^  32  Vt.  R.  217) ;  and  an  infant  may  be  taken  in 
execution  on  a  judgment  against  him  in  the  same  cases,  as  in  those 
of  adults.    {Dow  v.  Olarkj  1  CrofYvpt,  &  Mees.  R.  860.) 

The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  discharge  from  custody  an  infant 
in  execution  for  damages  in  an  action  of  slander.  The  same  rule 
prevails  in  this  respect,  both  with  infants  and  adults.  {Defries  v. 
Davie,  27  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  822.) 

It  may  be  proper  to  suggest  that  the  plea  of  infancy,  when  justi- 
fied by  the  fact,  is  honorable  and  proper,  and  not  discouraged  by 
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the  courts.  {Ddafidd  v.  Tanner^  1  Eng.  C.  L.  R,  436.)  But  when 
an  action  is  brought  against  an  infant  to  recover  a  fair  demand, 
and  infancy  is  pleaded  as  the  only  defense,  the  plaintiff  will  be 
permitted  to  discontinue  without  the  payment  of  costs.  {Van 
Burm  V.  Font^  4  Wmd.  B.  209.) 

§  129.  Infants  who  have  attained  the  years  of  discretion,  are 
regarded  in  law  as  capable  of  committing  crimes  as  adults  and  after 
that  period  they  may  be  prosecuted  and  punished  for  criminal  offend 
of  which  they  are  guilty.  What  the  age  of  discretion  is,  in  vari- 
ous nations,  is  matter  of  some  variety.  The  civil  law  distinguished 
minors,  or  those  under  twenty-five  years  old,  into  three  stages; 
infantiaj  from  birth  till  seven  years  of  age ;  puerUia^  from  seven 
to  fourteen;  and  pvhertas^  from  fourteen  upward.  The  period 
of  piberitia^  or  childhood,  was  again  subdivided  into  two  equal 
parts;  from  seven  to  ten  and  a  half  aeia$  imfcmtim  proxima; 
from  ten  and  a  half  to  fourteen  was  aetas  pvhertati  proxiToa, 
During  the  first  stage  of  infancy,  and  the  next  half  stage  of  child- 
hood, mfamMm  proxvma^  they  were  not  punishable  for  any  crime. 
During  the  other  half  stage  of  childhood,  approaching  to  puberty, 
from  ten  and  a  half  to  fourteen,  they  were  indeed  punishable  if 
found  to  be  doU  capaceSy  or  capable  of  miscliief ;  but  with  many- 
mitigations,  and  not  with  the  utmost* rigor  of  the  law.  During 
the  last  stage,  at  the  age  of  puberty  and  afterward,  minors  were 
liable  to  be  punished,  as  well  capitally,  as  otherwise.  (4  Black, 
Com.  22.) 

By  the  ancient  Saxon  law,  the  age  of  twelve  years  was  estab- 
lished for  the  age  of  possible  discretion,  when  first  the  understand- 
ing might  open ;  and  from  thence  till  the  offender  was  fourteen,  it 
was  aetae  pubertati  proxima^  in  which  he  might  or  might  not  be 
guilty  of  a  crime,  according  to  his  natural  capacity  or  incapacity. 
This  was  the  dubious  stage  of  discretion ;  but  under  twelve  it  was 
held  that  he  could  not  be  guilty  in  will,  neither  after  fourteen 
could  he  be  supposed  innocent,  of  any  capital  crime  which  he  in 
fact  committed.  (4  ElacJc.  Com,  23,)  But  as  the  law  now  stands, 
both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  the  capacity  of  doing  ill  or 
contracting  gujlt,  is  not  so  much  measured  by  years  and  days,  as 
by  the  strength  of  the  delinquent's  understanding  and  judgment. 
For,  one  lad  at  ten  years  old  may  have  as  much  cunning  as  another 
of  fourteen ;  and  in  these  cases  the  maxim  is,  that  ^^maUtia  supplet 
CBtatem^^ — "malice  supplies  the  want  of  age."    Up  to  the  age  of 
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seveiiy  however,  the  law  considers  a  child  not  possessed  of  sufficient 
reason  to  be  accountable  or  answerable  for  his  acts ;  and  in  Hun- 
gary, it  is  said  that  the  date  of  the  birth  of  the  child  runs  from 
the  date  of  baptism.  The  absurditj  of  this  fiction  was  illustrated 
iu  1866,  in  a  case  which  oeearred  in  the  neighborhood  of  Presburg, 
in  which  a  wonum  wbs  charged  with  being  the  receiver  of  stolen 
goods,  l^ie  had  been,  up  to  within  the  six  months  previous,  a 
Jewess,  when  she  was  converted  by  a  priest  of  the  church  of  Rome. 
Therefore,  the  woman,  on  her  trial,  made  the  ingenious  plea  that 
she  was  an  infant,  not  come  to  the  years  of  discretion,  and  could 
not  be  I^ally  convicted.  The  tribunal  held  her  defense  to  be  a 
good  one,  and  acquitted  her ! 

§  12da.  But  the  more  sensible  practice,  as  before  suggested,  has 
been  adopted  ill  most  civilized  countries,  not  to  look  so  much  to 
the  age  of  the  delinquent  as  to  his  strength  of  understanding  and 
judgment ;  and  yet  it  is  a  general  rule  that  infants,  who  have  not 
arrived  to  seven  years  of  age,  cannot  be  punished  as  criminals,  for 
before  that  age  they  are  not  supposed  to  have  a  will  that  can  con- 
cur with  a  forbidden  act,  in  contemplation  of  law,  and  it  is  only 
from  the  age  of  fourteen  that  the  law  holds  a  person  entirely 
responsible.  Under  that  age  infants  are  prima  fade  considered 
unacquainted  with  guilt,  and  incapable  of  crime ;  and  the  fact  of 
guilty  knowledge  of  the  prisoner  must  be  distinctly  made  out  by  the 
prosecution.  {J^exY.  OweUy  19  JSng.  C.  Z.  li,  493.  Commonwealth 
V.  McKeagi/y  1  AshmeacPs  [Ptr.]  i?.  248.  State  v.  Aaron^  1 
SauiharcTs  [iT.  J.']  R.  231.  State  v.  Doherty^  2  OverUm^s  [Te^in.'] 
R,  80.)  This  rule  is  especially  observed  and  adhered  to  in  capital 
caBcs.  An  infant  of  tender  years  cannot  be  guilty  of  murder,  and 
when  under  seven  years  he  will  be  excused  from  the  guilt  and  pun- 
ishment of  felony,  whatever  circumstances  proving  discretion  may 
appear,  for,  ex  preaumptione  juris^ — on  account  of  the  presumption 
of  right,  he  cannot  have  discretion,  and  no  averment  must  bo 
received  against  that- presumption.  But,  if  above  seven,  and  under 
fourteen,  years  of  age,  though  prvma  facie  not  guilty,  yet  if  it 
appear,  by  strong  circumstances  and  pregnant  evidence,  that  he 
had  discretion  to  judge  between  good  and  evil,  judgment  of  death, 
even  may  be  given  against  him.  {Reniger  v.  Fogoaea^  Phwdon^a 
R,  19,  note/,)  In  such  cases  the  intellectual  capacity  of  the  child 
maybe  proved  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses.  {State  v.  Aa^on^ 
aupra,)    But  herein  the  circumstances  must  be  inquired  of  by  the 
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jury,  and,  according  to  the  English  cases,  the  infant  is  not  to  be 
convicted  upon  his  confession ;  although,  in  the  State  of  New  Jer. 
Bey,  a  boy  of  the  age  of  twelve  years  and  five  months  was  con- 
victed, on  his  own  confession,  of  the  crime  of  murder  and  executed. 
{State  V.  GuUdy  5  HalsteacPs  R.  163;)  If  an  infant  be  indicted 
under  the  age  of  fourteen,  and  put  upon  his  trial,  the  petit  jury 
may  either  find  liim  generally  not  guilty,  or  they  may  find  the  mat- 
ter specially  that  he  committed  the  fact,  but  tliat  he  was  under  the 
age  of  fourteen,  scilicet  CBtcUiSj  13  annorumy  and  had  not  discretion 
to  discern  between  good  and  evil ;  et  nonper/elonian.  {Bing.  on 
Jnf.  115.) 

With  regard  io  capital  crimes  the  law  is,  very  properly,  more 
minute  and  circumspect,  distinguishing  with  greater  nicety  the 
several  degrees  of  age  and  discretion,  than  in  cases  of  inferior 
grade ;  but  if  it  appear  to  the  court  and  jury  that  the  ofiender  was 
doli  capaXy  and  could  discern  between  good  and  evil  when  he  com- 
mitted the  offense,  he  may  be  convicted  and  suffer  death.  Thus  a 
girl  of  thirteen  has  been  burnt  for  killing  lier  mistress ;  and  one 
boy  of  ten,  and  another  of  nine  years  old,  who  had  killed  their 
companions,  have  been  sentenced  to  death,  and  he  of  ten  years 
actually  hanged,  because  it  appeared  on  the  trials  that  the  one  hid 
himself,  and  the  other  hid  the  boj^y  he  had  killed,  which  hiding 
manifested  a  consciousness  of  guilt,  and  a  discretion  to  discern 
between  good  and  evil ;  and  there  is  an  instance,  in  the  seventeenth 
century,  where  a  boy  of  eight  years  old  was  tried  in  England  for 
firing  two  bams ;  and  it  appearing  that  he  had  malice,  revenge 
and  cunning,  he  was  found  guilty,  condemned  and  executed. 
Thus,  also,  in  the  eighteenth  ceutury,  in  England,  a  boy  of  ten 
years  old  was  convicted,  on  his  own  confession,  of  murdering  his 
bed-fellow,  there  appearing  in  his  whole  behavior  plain  tokens  of  a 
mischievous  discretion ;  and,  as  the  sparing  this  boy,  merely  on 
account  of  his  tender  years,  might  be  of  dangerous  consequence  to 
the  public,  by  propagating  a  notion  that  children  might  commit 
such  atrocious  crimes  with  impunity,  it  was  unanimously  agreed 
by  the  judges  that  he  was  a  proper  subject  of  capital  punislmient. 
(4  Blaoh.  Com.  23,  24.)  In  the  case  of  rape,  the  law  presumes  that 
an  infant  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  is  unable  to  commit  the 
crime,  and,  therefore,  it  seems,  at  common  law,  he  cannot  be  guilty 
of  it ;  but  this  is  upon  the  ground  of  impotency,  rather  than  the 
want  of  discretion,  for  he  may  be  a  principal,  in  the  second  decree, 
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by  aiding  and  assisting  in  this  offense,  as  well  as  in  other  felonies, 
if  it  appear,  bj  sufficient  circumstances,  that  he  had  a  mischievons 
intent. .  (1  Holers  JS.  630.)  Although,  at  common  law,  a  person 
under  fourteen  years  of  age  is  conclusively  presumed  incapable  of 
committing  rape,  yet,  in  this  country,  since  males  often  arrive  at 
puberty  at  an  earlier  age,  the  presumption  is  not  conclusive,  and 
may  be  rebutted  by  competent  evidence.  {ITie  People  v.  JicMv- 
dciph^  2  Parkev^s  Or.  H.  174.)  Without  proof  of  puberty,  in  such 
a  case,  the  infant  can  only  be  convicted  of  a  simple  assault  and 
battery.  (li.  Vide  <Abo  Commonwealth  v.  Lanigan^  2  Law  R. 
49.)  And  in  Massachusetts  and  Ohio  it  has  been  held  that  an 
infant  under  fourteen  may  be  indicted  for  an  assault  with  intent 
to  commit  a  rape.  {OomrrumwedUh  v.  Oreen^  2  Pi'CJc,  JR.  380. 
WiUiams  v.  The  J^ate,  14  Ohio  R.  222.)  But  it  seems  that  such 
indictment  will  not  be  sustained  in  Epgland.  (Eldershaw'^a  oasey 
14  Big.  0.  L.  R.  367.  PhiUips^  case,  34  ib.  610.  Jordan's  caee^ 
38  ib.  63.)  Nor  in  New  York.  {The  People  v.  Randolph, 
eupra.) 

§  130.  When  .an  act  is  made  felony  or  treason  by  a  statute,  it 
extends  as  well  to  infants  if  above  the  age  of  fourteen,  as  to  others, 
but  not  to  an  infant  under  the  age  of  discretion.  (1  Hal^a  R.  706.) 
That  is,  this  is  the  rule,  unless  the  statute  contains  an  exception  in 
favor  of  infants.  Said  Chief  Justice  Nelson,  in  giving  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  a  case  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  State  of  New  York :  ^^  All  the  books  agree  that  when  an  act 
ia  denounced  as  a  crime,  even  of  felony  or  treason,  by  a  general 
statute,  it  extends  as  well  to  infants,  if  above  years,  as  to  others." 
{Th&  People  V.  KendaU,  25  Wend.  R.  399,  401.)  It  has,  however, 
been  held  that  general  statutes  that  give  corporal  punishment  are 
not  to  extend  to  infants ;  and  therefore,  if  an  infant  be  convicted 
of  a  ravishment  of  ward,  he  will  not  be  imprisoned,  though  the 
statute  of  England  npon  the  subject  be  general.  {StoweU  v.  Zouchy 
Plmodon's  R.  364.)  But  this  must  be  understood  when  the  cor- 
poral punishment  is,,  as  it  were,  collateral  to  the  offense,  and  not 
the  direct  intention  of  the  proceeding  against  the  infant  for  his 
misdemeanor ;  in  many  cases  of  which  kind,  the  infant  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  wiU  be  spared,  though  possibly  the  punishment  be 
enacted  by  parliament.  (10  Peteredorff'^e  Abridgment^  402,  note.) 
In  other  words,  if  the  statute  punishes  corporally  an  act  that  was 
not  an  offense  at  common  law,  or  that  was  an  offense,  bnt  not 
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before  pnnished  corporally,  and  does  not  constitute  it  an  offense  by 
name,  which,  by  the  common  law,  is  punished  corporally,  an  infant, 
if  infants  are  not  named  in  the  statute,  will  not  be  punished  cor- 
porally. Tenderness  to  infants  led  to  this  construction  of  the 
statutes,  that  minors  should  not  be  ousted  of  their  common  law 
privilege,  unless  the  legislature  had  expressly  declared  that  they 
should  be,    {Heeve's  Dom,  Hd,  258.) 

As  a  general  rule,  an  infant  a,t  any  age  is  not  liable  for  a  mis- 
demeanor which  consists  in  not  doing  what  the  law  commands  to 
be  done,  that  is  to  say,  for  an  offense  ^hich  is  a  mere  non- 
feasance. {Foster^  70.)  But  when  the  offense  is  a  notorious  breach 
of  ihe  peace,  such  as  a  riot,  or  battery,  an  infant  above  the  age  of 
fourteen  is  as  liable  to  suffer  fine  and  punishment  for  such  a  mis- 
demeanor, as  a  person  of  full  age.  {McPherson  on  Inf,  451.) 
And  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  such  a  case,  the  property  of  the 
infant  will  be  liable  for  the  fine  and  co^ts.  {BeardaUy  v.  The  State^ 
2  Yerg.  R.  481.) 

In  Alabama  it  was  hold,  that  an  infant  between  the  ages  of 
seven  and  fourteen  is  prima  facie  incapable  of  committing  a 
crime ;  but  if,  after  allowing  due  consideration  to  his  age,  and  to 
the  additional  fact  that  he  is  a  slave,  the  evidence  convinces  the 
jury  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  he  fiiUy  knew  the  nature  and 
consequences  of  his  act,  and  plainly  showed  intelligent  design  and 
malice  in  its  execution,  he  may  be  convicted  of  murder.  {Godr 
frey  v.  Ths  State,  31  Ala.  R.  323.) 

A  minor  may  be  indicted  and  punished  for  obtaining  goods  by 
false  pretenses  against  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  New  York, 
in  such  a  case ;  the  statute  containing  no  exception  in  favor  of 
infants.  (The  People  v.  Kendall,  25  Wend.  R.  399.)  And  in  Eng- 
land  an  infant  is  liable  to  an  indictment  for  neglecting  to  repair  a 
bridge,  which  he  is  otherwise  bound  to  repair,  provided  there  is  no 
other  person  against  whom  performance  of  repairs  can  be  enforced. 
It  is  otherwise,  however,  when  the  land  of  the  infant  chaiged  with 
the  repair  of  the  bridge  is  ooqupied  by  his  guardian.  {Rex  ▼. 
StUiorb,  30  JEng.  C.  Z.  R.  279.) 

In  England  it  has  been  held  in  general  terms  that  an  infant, 
after  he  has  arrived  to  tbe  years  of  discretion,  is  liable  criminally, 
for  permissive  waste,  for  escapes,  for  perjury,  for  not  coming  to 
church,  for  cheating  with  false  dice,  for  batteries  and  for  slanders. 
(Anonymous,  3  Salk.  R.  196.) 
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§  131.  On  the  trial  or  examination  of  an  infant  for  a  crime,  he 
maj  appear  and  defend  himself  in  persQn,  or  by  attorney';  and  it 
has  been  held  in  Yirginia,  to  be  error  for  the  court  to  assign  the 
infant  a  gnardian,  and  try  the  case  on  a  plea  pleaded  for  him  by 
the  gnardian.  (  Word  v.  The  CovnmrumwedUh^  3  LeigKa  H.  743.)  In 
cases  of  simple*  misdemeanor,  the  infant  may  not,  as  a  general 
thing,  appear  and  plead  to  the  indictment  personally,  though  in 
cases  of  felony  he  must. 

In  case  infancy  is  set  up  as  a  defense  to  a  criminal  prosecution, 
the  infancy  must  be  proved  by  competent  evidence.  The  mere 
opinion  of  a  witness  respecting  the  age  of  a  person,  judging  from 
his  appearance,  unaccompanied  by  the  fact  on  which  the  opinion 
is  founded,  is  inadmissible  evidence.    {Morse  v.  The  StaU^  6  Conn. 

As  a  general  thing,  the  rule  with  respect  to  the  indictment, 
arraigning  and  trial  of  infSetnts  on  charges  of  crime,  is  the  same  as 
in  case  of  adults. 
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§  132.  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that,  in  all  eases 
'  personal  in  their  nature,  such  as  assaults,  batteries,  libels,  verbal 
slander,  and  other  injuries  to  the  person,  infants  have  their  action 
the  game  as  adults,  and  the  same  principle  with  respect  to  damages 
and  the  like  applies  to  them  as  to  adults.  So  when  an  infant  has 
been  emancipated  by  his  parents  he  is  entitled  to  his  action  for 
personal  services  in  the  same  manner  as  though  he  was  of  full  age. 
Ajid  whenever  a  party  enters  into  a  contract  with  a  minor  person- 
ally, or  purchases  property  of  him,  or  deals  with  him  on  his  own 
account,  such  party  must  respond  to  him  in  an  action  the  same  as 
though  he  was  an  adult.  So  in  all  cases  when  an  infant  has  the 
possession  and  control  of  his  property,  he  may  bring  his  action  for 
its  conversion,  or  any  damage  or  injury  to  it,  the  same  as  though 
he  was  of  full  age.    In  a  word,  when  the  infant  has  a  just  cause 
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of  action  he  may  bring  his  suit  for  it,  and  the  personal  disability  of 
infancy  will  in  no  case  deprive  him  of  his  right.  The  only  differ- 
ence between  infants  and  adults  with  respect  to  their  actions, 
is  in  the  form  of  proceeding.  The  result  of  the  action  is  the  same 
in  both  cases.  It  is  said  that  an  infant  cannot  sue  as  an  informer 
on  a  penal  statute,  because  an  informer  must  exhibit  his  suit  in 
person,  and  prosecute  it  either  in  i)erson  or  by  attorney.  (2/b- 
Pherson  on  Inf.  366.) 

An  infant  cestui  que  trust  has  not  generally  an  action  at  law, 
for  when  there  are  two  kinds  of  estates  in  different  persons,  the  one 
equitable  and  the  other  legal,  the  person  having  the  equitable 
estate  must  call  in  aid  the  legal  estate  before  he  can  recover  in  a 
court  of  law.  (  Vide  iSk&wen  v.  Wroot,  5  EaM.  R.  132, 137.)  But 
the  rule  is  the  same  when  the  cestui  que  trust  is  an  adult ;  so  that 
tliis  forms  no  exception  against  an  infant. 

An  action  by  an  infant  must 'be  prosecuted  by  guai*dian  or  pro- 
chein  ami^  but  always  in  the  name  of  the  ipfant ;  and  the  suit  is 
the  infants  to  all  intents,  the  same  as  though  he  was  of  full  age ; 
and  in  an  action  brought  by  an  infant,  as  a  general  rule,  the  same 
defense  may  be  interposed  as  in  case  of  an  adult  plaintifil  For 
instance,  it  is  a  well  settled  rule,  by  repeated  authorities,  that  in 
actions  for  negligence  the  person  bringing  the  action  must  he/ree 
from  negligence  contributing  to  the  injury;  and  this  rule  is  as 
applicable  to  a  child  six  or  seven  years  of  age^  who  may  bring  the 
action,  as  to  an  adult  plaintiff.  If  the  infant  in  fact  becomes  guilty 
of  negligence  and  in  consequence  thereof  suffers  personal  injury, 
he  is  not  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong  and  thereby  entitle 
himself  to  an  action  of  redress.  {Honegsherger  v.  The  Second 
Avenue  Railroad  Company^  33  How.  Pr.  R,  198.  Hartjidd  r. 
Ropery  21  Wend.  R.  615.)  Although  the  action  is  prosecuted  by  a 
prochein  ami  or  guardian,  Xheprochein  ami  or  guardian  cannot  be 
considered  a  party  to  the  suit.  {Sinclair  v.  Sinclair^  13  Mees. 
&  Wels.  R.  640,  646.  Broion  v.  EvU,  16  Vt.  i?.,  673.)  He  is 
rather  an  officer  of  the  court,  appointed  to  look  after  the  interests 
of  the  infant  and  manage  the  suit  for  him.  (/i,  and  DuchiU  v. 
StackweO,  12  Mees.  dsWels.  R.  779.) 

§  133.  When  an  infant  becomes  plaintiff  in  an  action  the  process 
is  sued  out  in  the  name  of  the  infant,  although,  as  has  been  inti- 
mated, the  infant  cannot  prosecute  the  action  in  person.  As  he 
has  no  power  to  appoint  an  attorney,  the  infant  must  in  all  eases 
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{Hxieecute  hh  action  by  guardian  or  prochein  ami.  If  ho  have  a 
guardian  he  may  sue  hjproch^  ami^  unless  the  guardian  dissent 
(Thomas  v.  Dyke,  11  Vt  E,  273.  Hardy  v.  ScanUn,  1  Mitef 
[Penn.']  fi.  87.)  So  he  may  prosecute  his  action  hy  prochein  ami, 
although  he  has  a  motlier  living ;  or,  at  least  that  fact  would  be 
no  cause  of  abatement.    {Trash  v.  Intone,  7  Mass.  R^  241.) 

In  Indiana  the  writs  may  bo  in  the  ordinary  form,  but  the  declara- 
tion must  be  by  guardian  or  prochein  ami,  (Bouehe  y.  Ryan,  3 
BlaeJcfarcPs  R.  472.)  In  the  State  of  New  Zork,  when  an  infant 
is  a  party,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  he  must  appear  by 
guardian  {Code  qf  Proeedurey  %  115),  and  when  he*  is  plaintiff  he 
must  have  a  guardian  appointed  before  the  action  is  commenced 
or  the  summons  issued.    (iZ2B  v.  Thacter^  3  II&w.  Pr.  407.) 

Under  the  present  practice  in  !New  York  it  is  irregular  to  conor- 
mence  an. action  in  favor  of  an  infant  \yj prochein  wmi  or  next 
friend,  as  formerly,  but  it  must  be  by  guardian.  {HofiaiUtig  v. 
Teal,  11  Hew.  Pr.  R.  198.)  And  the  complaint  must  show  by 
proper  averments  that  such  guardian  was  duly  appointed,  or  the 
pleading  will  be  defective,  and  may  be  demurred  to  and  the  pro- 
ceedings quashed.    {Hulhut  v.  Young,  13  How.  Pr^  J?^  413.) 

An  infant  at  common  law  could  sue  either  by  guaixlian  or 
prochein  ami.  The  old  crises  say  that  when  he  sues  or  defends  by 
guardian,,  the  guardian  must  have  a  warrant ;  but  if  he  sues  by 
prochein  ami,  the  prochein  ami  need  not ;  but  it  must  appear  that 
both  the  guardian  and  prochein  ami  have  been  admitted  by  the 
court.  {Fitzgeraid  v.  ViUicrs;  3  Mod,  R.  236.  Young  v.  Young, 
Cro.  Cases  86.)  And  it  wa§  held  that  it  should  be  alleged  to  have 
besi  so  in  the  declaration,  {Candens  v.  Walters,  1  JJ/o^  R.  224^ 
Swift  V.  NoU,  1  Sid.  R.  173.) 

By  the  modem  practice,  there  should  be  a  regular  admission  of 
the  prochein  ami  by  the  court,  but  the  recital  of  admission  in  the 
declaration  is  a  sufficient  record  and  proof  of  the  admission. 
{Miles  V.  Boyden,  3  Pick.  R.  213.  Judson  v.  Blanchard,  3  Conn. 
R.  579.  Turner  v.  Partridge,  3  Penn.  R.  172.  Heft  v.  McCHU, 
3  Barr^s  [Penn.']  R.  256.)  In  Indiana,  without  such  an  admission  or 
entry  as  would  make  ih^  prochein  ami  liable  for  costs,  the  defendant 
is  not  bound  to  plead,  but  may  have  the  suit  dismissed.  {Keeran  v. 
Clawder,  6  Blaekf(yr£s  R.  604.)  The  fact  of  infancy  must  be  dis- 
tinctly stated,  as  well  as  the  admission  of  the  prochein  and. 
{Shirley  v.  Hagar,  3  Blackford's  R.  225.    {McGillicuddy  v.  For^ 

25 


194  T'AW  OF  INFANCY. 

sythj  6  ib.  485*  Bawley  v.  Zevim,  6  Ohio  R.  227.)  However,  ver- 
dict will  cure  the  omission  to  state  such  fact  of  infancy,  or  sueh 
admission  by  the  court.  {Eid  v.  Mitchell^  1  NoU  <&  McQmPs 
[S.  0.]  B.  384.  HamiUon  v.  Foster,  1  Brevard's  \S.  C]  R.  464.)  A 
verdict  would  even  cure  an  appearance  by  the  infant  plaintiff  by 
attorney.    {Apthorp  v.  BacJcvs,  Kvfby^B  [Conn.']  R.  407.) 

In  Alabama,  a  suit  may  be  brought  hy  prochein  ami  without 
first  obtaining  leave  of  the  court.  {Bethra  v.  McCdU,  8  Ala,  R. 
449.    Isaacs  v.  Boyd,  5  Porter^s  R.  888.) 

If  an  infant  should  bring  his  action,  without  guardian  orj>roehein 
anUy  it  is  no  ground  of  nonsuit,  but  advantage  can  be  taken  of  the 
irregularity  only  by  plea  in  abatement.  {Schermerhom  v.  JenkinSy 
7  Johns.  [JV.  Y.]  R.  378.  Smith  v.  Van  Emdm,  4  HaM.  \N,  J^^ 
R.  881.  FeOmos  v.  Nvcers,  18  Wend.  R.  563.  Heft  v.  McGiU, 
Barr's  R.  256.  Drago  v.  Moses,  1  Spear's  [S.  C]  R.  212.  Bloody. 
BaarvngUm,  8  Pick.  [Mass.']  R.  552.)  But  in  one  case  in  South  Caro- 
lina, it  was  held  that  a  minor  can  commence  an  action,  but  he  will 
be  nonsuited  at  the  trial,  unless  some  one  be  appointed  his 
prochein  ami,  or  guardian.  {McBaniel  v.  Nicholson,  2  Rep. 
Const.  Courts  844.) 

In  New  York,  when  an  infant  commences  his  action  by  attorney, 
and  the  defendant  does  not  know  the  infancy  to  be  material,  it  has 
been  held  an  excuse  for  delay,  in  moving  to  set  the  proceedings 
aside.  {Ed  pa/rte  Scott,  1  Cow.  R.  33.)  If  the  first  process  be 
issued  before  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  prochein  ami,  the 
proceedings  will  not  be  set  aside,  if  the  appointment  had  been 
made  previous  to  the  motion  to  set  aside,  and  the  costs  of  the  motion 
paid.  {Fitch  V.  Fitch,  18  Wend.  R.  518.  Vide  also  FuOright  v. 
earmold,  80  Miss.  R.  425.  i^umps  v.  JK»y,  22  lU.  R.  140.) 
And  on  plea  in  abatement  in.  Massachusetts,  the  next  fi-iend 
may  be. inserted  by  way  of  amendment.  {Blood  v.  Harrington, 
supra.) 

§  184.  If  an  infant  and  a  man  of  full  age  are  made  executors, 
they  may  bring  an  action  as  executors,  and  the  infant  may  sue  hy 
attorney,  without  making  khj  prochein  ami  or  guardian,  because 
the  executors  sue  in  the  right  of  the  testator,  and  not  in  their  own 
right ;  and  therefore  he  that  is  of  full  age  may  appoint  an  attorney 
for  him  that  h  within  age,  for  the  reason  that  an  infant  executor  can- 
not be  summoned  and  sworn.  {Smith  v.  Smith,  Yel/vertoh*s  R.  130. 
AnonymoTM,  1  RoU.  Air.  288.    Foxwist  v.  Tremaine,  2  Saund.  R. 
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213.  Foxwisi  v.  Tremainey  1  Sid.  R,  499.)  And  it  BeeioB  that  the 
infant  executor  must  be  joined  as  plaintiff  with  tlie  adult  executor, 
even  though  he  have  not  proved  the  will.  {CabeU  v.  Vaughan^  1 
Wma,  Saund.  R.  291  A.)  However,  an  infant  executor  who  has  not 
proved  the  will  need  not  join  an  executor  of  full  age,  in  a  scire 
fcbciaSy  on  a  judgment  for  the  testator,  the  facts  being  stated  in  the 
scire  facias.  {Button  v.  Mdscally  1  Ziv.  R.  181.  Sutton  v.  Jfas- 
call,  Raym.  R,  198.  It  has  been  held  in  one  case  not  to  be  error, 
though  an  infant  sole  executor  sue  by  attorney,  upon  the  principle 
above  stated.  {BealeY.StarkeyjCro.Fliz.&^2.)  The  better  opinion, 
however,  is  that  in  case  of  2^sole  executor  his  action  should  be  pros- 
ecuted by  his  guardian  or  prochein  ami.  {Reeve* s  J)om.  Ret.  267. 
Cotton  V.  Westcotty  Oro.  Jac.  441.  jFcxetoist  v.  Tremaine^  1  Ven- 
iris'  R.  103.) 

The  nile  that  an  infant  must  appear  hjprocJiein  ami^  or  next 
friend,  and  not  by  attorney,  relates  to  the  appearance  upon  the 
record;  but  in  notices  and  rules  the  attomery  of  tXie'prochein  ami 
may  use  his  own  name.  {People  v.  ^ew  York  Common  PleaSj  11 
Wend.  R.  164.*^ 

The  offices  of  guardian  and  prochein  ami  are  entirely  distinct, 
and  the  privilege  of  suing  hy prochein  ami  did  not  exist  in  England 
until  it  was  allowed  by  statute,  and  by  the  statute  the  privilege 
was  given  only  in  cases  of  necessity,  as  when  an  infant  was  to  sue 
his  guardian  or  was  eloigned,  as  when  the  guardian  would  not  sue 
for  Iiim.  In  all  except  these  exceptional  cases  the  suit  was  required 
to  be  by  guardian  and  not  by  prochei/n  ami.  {Bac.  Ahr.  tit. 
Infancy y  K.)  Judge  Reeves  said :  "  It  is  contended  by  some  that 
he  may  sue  hy  prochein  ami  in  all  cases,  but  the  authorities  teach 
a  different  doctrine.  If  it  was  allowable  for  an  infant  to  sue  by 
his  prochein  ami  in  all  cases,  he  might  squander  his  property  in 
needless  suits,  in  spite  of  his  guardian ;  and  indeed  it  would  be 
wholly  destructive  of  that  necessary  control  of  the  guardian  over 
the  infant,  with  which  the  law  has  invested  him."  {Reeve^s  Dom. 
M.  264.) 

§  135.  The  guardian  or  prochein  anm  of  an  infant  plaintiff  must 
he  appointed  by  the  court,  except  in  some  instances,  by  the  statutes 
of  a  particular  state,  he  may  be  appointed  by  a  judge  of  the  court 
or  by  some  other  officer  authorized  to  dischai^  the  duties  of  such 
judge  at  chancery,  and  no  legal  right  of  parentage  or  guardianship 
will  enable  any  one  to  act  for  the  infant  without  such  appointment. 


196  LAW  OF  INTANCT. 

Tho  old  practico  as  to*  the  appointment  of  prochem  ami  or  guardian 
was  for  the  person  intended  as  ^ochein  ami  or  guardian,  to 
attend  with  the  infant  before  a  judge  at  chambers,  who  granted  his 
fiat  for  one  of  the  masters  to  draw  up  the  rule,  or  in  a  court  of  law 
tile  judge  would  at  once  grant  the  admission.  The  admission  was 
left  with  the  clerk  or  register  of  the  court,  and  the  rule  was  entered 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  or  register.  A  copy  of  the  rule  or  admis- 
sion was  annexed  to  the  declaration  before  it  was  served.  {AreA- 
hold^a  Practice^  889,  7th  ed.  by  ChiUy,)  If  the  prochem  ami  or 
guardian  and  the  infant  could  not  attend,  a  petition  was  written  and 
signed  by  the  infant,  praying  to  be  admitted  to  prosecute  his  action 
by  the  person  proposed  as  his  prochem  ami  or  guardian,  stating 
the  cause  of  action  in  the  petition.  At  the  foot  of  the  petition  the 
proposed  ^(x?A^  ami  signed  his  consent  to  act  for  the  infant.  To 
this  was  annexed  an  affidavit  of  the  signing  of  the  petition  and 
consent;  and  then  all  was  presented  to  the  judge  or  other  officer, 
who  granted  his  fiat  or  admission,  and  the  same  was  filed  and 
entered  as  above.  {ArchboWs  PraotieSy  889,  7th  ed.  by  ChittyJ) 
This  is  substantially  the  practice  at  the  present  day,  except  it  is 
varied  by  the  statute  or  rule  of  court.  In  the  State  of  New  York, 
the  iufant  must  now  appear  by  guardian,  who  may  be  appointed 
by  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  prosecuted,  or  by  the  judge 
thereof,  or  a  county  judge.  The  application  for  an  infant  plaintSQT 
is  made  by  himself  if  he  is  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years ;  or,  if  under 
that  age,  by  his  general  x)r  testamentary  guardian,  if  he  has  any,  or 
by  a  relative  or  friend  of  the  infant.  If  made  by  a  relative  or 
friend  of  the  infant,  notice  of  the  application  must  first  be  given  to 
such  guardian,  if  he  has  one ;  if  he  has  none,  then  to  the  person 
with  whom  such  infant  resides.  {Code  of  Procedure^  §§  115, 116.) 
The  application  is  made  by  petition  and  presented  to  the  judge,  who 
signs  an  order  appointing  the  guardian,  when  the  petition  and  order 
are  filed  ^th  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  com- 
menced. In  a  partition  suit,  however,  the  practice  is  regulated  by 
the  revised  statutes  and  other  special  acts,  and  the  guardian  must 
be  appointed  in  all  cases  by  the  court,  whether  for  an  infant 
plaintiff  or  defendant.  (2  P.  S.jpart  3,  eh.  5,  tit.  8,  §  2.  2  J^at. 
at  large,  396.    Za/ws  of  1852,  ch.  277.    4  Stat,  at  Large,  615.) 

An  infent  who  is  unable  to  write  oi*  make  petition  will  be  per- 
mitted to  prosecute  an  action  by  guardian  or  next  firiend.  {Eadea 
V.  Booth,  55  £kg.  C.  Z.  R.  718.) 
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The  power  to  appoint  a  gaardian  for  an  iiifant  plaintiff  id  inci- 
dent to  a  justice's  court,  as  w^U  as  to  every  other  court,  and  the 
appointment  is  made  by  application  to  the.  justice  in  the  same  form 
as  to  another  court.    (Maohey  v.  Cheyy  2  Johns.  B,  192.) 

§  136.  In  England,  the  court  will  appoint  a  prochem  ami  as  its 
officer  to  conduct  a  suit  for  an  infant,  and  to  look  after  his  interests, 
and  no  appointment  or  subsequent  confirmation  by  the  infant  party 
is  requisite,  whether  he  be  an  infant  of  the  tenderest  age  or  of  years 
of  discretion ;  nor  does  it  signiiy  at  all  whether  he  is  cognizant  of 
the  proceeding  or  not,  or  whether  he  is  in  the  country  or  abroad ; 
and  the  infant  cannot  disavow  the  action.  {Morffon  v.  Thorns^  7 
J£ees,  cfe  Wds.  JR.  400.)  Parke,  B.,  says :  "  The  law  knows  of  no 
distinction  between  infants  of  tender  age  and  of  mature  years; 
and  as  no  special  authority  to  sue  is  requisite  in  the  case  of  an 
in&nt  just  bom,  so  none  is  requisite  from  an  infant  on  the  very  eve 
of  attaining  his  majority.  It  appears  perfectly  clear  that  every 
procAem  ami  is  to  be  considered  an  officer  of  the  court,  specially 
appointed  by  them  to  look  after  the  interests  of  the  infant,  on 
whom  the  judgment  in  the  action  is  consequently  binding,  and 
who  cannot  be  allowed,  on  attaining  his  age,  to  commence  iresh 
proceedings  founded  on  the  same  cause  of  action;  so  that  the > 
defendant  in  this  and  all  similar  cases  is  perfectly  safe  in  paying 
the  damages  recovered."  {Morgan  v.  Thomey  7  Meea,  cfe  Wda. 
S.  646.)  The  same  rule  formerly  prevailed  in  the  court  .of  chan*^ 
eery  of  the  State  of  New  York.  In  one  case,  the  chanoellot 
remarked :  "  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  person  prosecuting  a  suit 
in  the  name  of  infants  to  show  that  the  same  was  commenced  with 
their  knowledge  or  consent.  Any  person  may  bring  a  suit  in  their 
name  as  their  next  Mend,  because  he  does  it  at  his  peril.  {Andrew^ 
V.  Cradockj  Preoedents  in  Cham^ery  376.)  The  only  check  upon 
this  general  license  is,  that  on  a  proper  applicatiqn  the  court  will 
refer  it  to  a  master  to  inquire  whether  such  suit  is  for  the' benefit 
of  the  infants ;  and  if  the  master  reports  that  it  is  not  for  their 
benefit,  or  that  it  is  not  for  their  interest  that  it  should  be  pros- 
ecuted by  the  particular  person  who  has  instituted  th^  suit,  the 
court  will  order  the  proceedings  to  be  stayed,"  {Fidton  v.  Roseh 
vdty  1  Paiges  R.  178,  179.)  The  prochein  amiy  however,  had  to 
be  appointed  by  the  court,  and  an  insolvent  person  was  not  per- 
mitted to  prosecute  in  the  name  of  infants  without  giving  security 
for  costs.    {Pulton  v.  Hoaevelt,  mpra) 
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In  England,  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  expressed  his  opinion 
npon  the  subject  of  suits  being  instituted  by  next  friends  thus : 
"  The  true  and  just  principle  which  shonld  govern  all  such  cases 
is  this,  no  discouragement  ought  to  be  thrown  in  the  way  of  persons 
hona  fide  suing  as  next  friends ;  but  no  undue  facility  should  be 
given  to  mere  volunteers,  who  interfere  rather  for  their  own  par- 
poses  tlian  for  the  infant's  advantage.  While  they  appear  to  act 
hma  fide  they  will  be  protected ;  the  presumption  will  mtber  be  in 
their  favor;  the  proof  will  rather  be  thrown  upon  those  who 
impeach  their  motives ;  the  leaning  will  be  more  for  than  against 
them ;  no  forced  constructions  will  be  put  on  their  conduct ;  no 
benefit  from  bare  possibilities  will  be  conjured  up  in  their  behalf. 
They  must  be  content  to  have  their  motives  appreciated  and  their 
acts  judged  like  other  parties.  If  they  have  involved  themselves 
in  suspicion,  their  proceedings  must  be  subjected  to  inquiry ;  if 
they  have  incurred  just  blame,  be  it  by  improper  interference,  or 
be  it  by  unnecessary  interference,  they  must  abide  the  consequences; 
the  suit  at  their  instance  must  be  stayed ;  or,  if  the  suit  be  useful 
to  the  infant,  but  the  parties  instituting  it  be  unfit  to  conduct  it, 
they  must  give  place  to  others  in  whom  the  court  can  better  repose 
confidence.  It  follows  that  every  such  case  must  depend  upon  its 
circumstances;  nor  will  the  cour^  even  order  an  inquiry  unless 
just  cause  of  suspicion  exists."  {Nalder  y.  Hawkins^  2  Mylne  <& 
JSeen^s  R  243.)  A  similar  practice  is  now  followed  in  many  of 
the  states ;  but  in  the  State  of  Kew  Fork  this  practice  no  longer 
exists.    (  Vide  ante^  §  135.) 

In  the  State  of  Texas,  an  infant  may  sue  by  a  next  friend,  though 
he  have  a  general  guardian,  unless  tlie  guardian  expressly  dissent. 
{Rdbaon  v.  O^om^  13  Tex.  R.  298.)  The  guardian  must  be  a 
responsible  person,  who  is  competent  to  answer  for  the  costs  in  the 
action.  {Cook  v.  Bcmdon^  6  How.  Pr.  R.  233.  DalryrrvpU'^. 
Larnby  3  Wend.  R.  424.)  Though  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
an  insolvent  person  may  be  appointed  prochein  ami  to  prosecute 
the  action  for  an  infant  on  giving  security  for  the  payment  of  costs. 
{Smith  V.  AndersoTiy  1  Ba/Uey^s  R.  203.)  And  generally ^  an  infant 
who  has  no  means  of  indemnifying  a  responsible  person  for  costs 
will  be  permitted  to  sue  by  his  next  friend  in  formxi  pauperis.  In 
such  case,  however,  the  court  will,  in  the  first  place,  see  that  there 
is  probable  cause  for  the  proceeding,  and  will  appoint  a  proper 
person  as  a  prochein  ami.    {FuUon  v.  SoeeveU^  1  Paige^a  R.  178.) 
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§  137.  Ab  has  been  saggested,  it  is.  a  general  mle  that  in  all 
eases  when  an  infant,  has  a  just  cause  of  action  he  may  bring  his 
snit  for  it.  Thus,  he  may  bring  an  action  upon  any  contract 
entered  into  with  him  personally.  {McGiffin  v.  Starrs^  Cox*a  [iT. 
«/.]  jR.  72.)  So  an  infant  can  bring  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  his. 
personal  property,  though  he  have  a  father  or  guardian.  {Siqffhrd  v. 
Hoof,  9  Cow.  jB.  626.)  So  also  an  infant  has  an  action  on  a  promise 
of  marriage,  and  in  such  action  he  need  not  aver  or  prove  the  con- 
sent of  the  parent  or  guardian.  {Cannon  v.  AUhury,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
[Ky.^  R,  76.)  An  infant  performing  a  contract  within  the  statute  of 
frauds  may  recover  upon  the  common  counts  for  money  paid  or  ser- 
vices  performed  under  it,  though  he  cannot  recover  upon  the  contract 
any  more  than  an  adult.    {Ei/ng  v.  Brown^  2  HUFe  [iT.  Z.]  R.  485.) 

An  infant  can  maintain  an  action  for  use  and  occupation  of  his 
land,  although  he  has  a  general  guardian.  {Porter  v.  BUUerj  17 
Barb.  [ilT.  JT.]  R.  149.)  And  if  the  infant  has  received  his  rents 
he  cannot  demand  them  again  after  he  becomes  of ^  age.  {Parker 
T.  Elder,  11  Humph.  R.  546.)  An  infant  can  maintain  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  recover  the  possession  of  his  lands  from  a  wrong-doer. 
{Porter  v.  Bleiler,  17  Barb.  149,  153,  ji>er  Marvin,  J.  Vide  also 
McPherson  on  Inf.  354,  and  cases  there  cited.  Doe  v.  Thomas,  16 
Mees.  &  Wels.  R.  778.)  An  infant  may  also  maintain  an  action  in 
equity  to  recover  personal  property  from  the  hands  of  executors 
or  trustees  when  he  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  such  property. 
The  general  guardian  of  such  infant  cannot  file  a  bill  in  his  own 
name  to  obtain  possession  of  the  property  of  his  ward.  {Bradley 
V.  Amidon,  10  Paiges  R.  235.) 

An  infant  husband  may  bring  an  action  and  recover  damages  for 
debauching  his  wife.    {Morgan  v.  Thome,  7  Mees.  <&  Wels.  R.  400.) 

Sometimes  the  property  of  an  infant  may  be  so  situated  that  an 
action  cannot  be  sustained  in  his  name  with  respect  to  all  matters 
relating  to  it.  For  example,  infant  heirs  to  whom  a  farm  had 
descended,  but  which  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  mother 
and  step-father  of  such  infants,  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  such  farm,  or  bring  trover  for  the  value  of 
crops  taken  irom  the  farm.  The  reason  is  that  the  mother  and 
step-father  of  the  infant  in  such  a  case  are  presumed  to  be  in  law 
fully  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  the  farm,  the  mother  as 
guardian  in  socage,  and  the  step-father  jure  uxoris;  and  therefore 
the  products  of  the  farm  would  jiot  belong  to  the  infants,  but  rather 
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tor  their  step-father.  {Bwher  v.  Crotm,  19  Wend.  22.  806,  808.) 
So  when  the  guardian  of  a  minor  makes  a  lease  of  the  land  of  his 
ward,  reserving  rent,  the  action  for  the  non-payment  of  the  rent 
cannot  properly  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  infant,  but  should 
be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  guardian  as  plaintiff.  (JPiofid  v.  OuT' 
tis8,7Wend.JB.4&.) 

An  action  may  be  brought  for  an  injury  to  a  child  of  the  ^mOst 
tender  age  in  the  name  of  the  child ;  but  in  such  an  action,  if  there 
be  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  there  can  be  no  recovery. 
Although  the.  child,  by  reason  of  his  tender  age,  be  incapable  of 
using  that  ordinary  care  which  is  required  b^  a  discreet  and  prudent 
person,  the  want  of  such  care  on  the  part  of  the  parents  or  guardians 
of  the  child  furnishes  the  same  answer  to  an  action  by  the  child  as. 
would  its  oipisBion  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  by  an 
adult.  {JETartJidd  v.  Boper^  31  W&nd.  R,  615.)  This  is  upon  the 
well  settled  principle  that  if  the  party  injured  has  drawn  the  mis- 
chief upon  himself  by  his  own  neglect,  he  is  not  entitled  to  an 

.  action ;  but  in  case  of  an  infant  or  an  adult,  though  there  may  have 
been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  injury  was 
voluntary  or' arose  from  ctdpalle  Tiegligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  an  action  can  be  maintained.  (/&.)  An  action  may,  in 
some  cases,'  also  be  brought  by  the  father  for  personal  injuries  to 
his  infant  child.  But  the  gist  of  the  action  in  such  a  case  is  the 
"Um  of  service;  and  if  a  child  be  of  such  tender  years  as  not  to  be 
ci^iible  of  performing  service,  the  father  has  no  action,  unless  it 
might  be  a  special  action  for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  by 
reason  of  the  injury.  {Hiall  v.  J2oitentfo>*,  10  Mig,  C.  X.'iif..  436; 
Vide  idea  jFlemmgiony-.SnUthera^.l^  ib.  131.)  By  the  present 
statutes  of  New  York  eVery  action  must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name 

•  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  except  in  the  cases  of  an  executor  or 
administrator,  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  or  a  person  expressly 
authorized  by  statute,  a  suit  may  be  brought  without  joining  the 
person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted ;  and  it  is  declare^ 
that  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  within  the  meaning  of  this  pre- 
vision, shall  be  construed  to  include  a  person  with  whom,  t>r  in 
whose  name,  a  contract  is  made  for  the  benefit  of  another.  {Code 
of  jProoedure^  §§  111,  118.)  This,  of  course,  would  extend  to  a 
case  like  that  of  Pond  v.  OufHies,  evpra^  but  does  not  interfere  in 
the  least  with  the  .general  principles  su^ested  with  respect  to 
tactions  in  favor  of  infants. 
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§  138.  The  court  takes  great  care  of  the  interesta  of  an  infant 
plain  ti£^  and  will  stop  any  suit  that  is  not  for  his  benefit,  and  iriU 
remove  a  next  friend  or  guardian  who  is  not  likely  to  conduct  the 
suit  properly.  {Sale  v.  Sale^  1  Brev.  JR.  586.  Chiy  v.  Chiy^  2  tJ.  460. 
And  vide  Walker  v.  £!lse^  7  Sim.  E.  234.  Amatt  v.  McmddU^  4 
iJ.  387.  Garr  v.  Drake^  2  Jokne.  Ch.  R  644  FttUan  v.  BosemU^  1 
Paig4f9  B.  478. .  WaUm  v.  Fraa&r^  8  Meea.  <&  WeU.  B.  660.)  An 
unwillingness  to  prosecute  the  suit  ia  sufficient  cause  for  a  change 
of  guardian.  {BTardin  v.  Soanlin^  1  MiUif  [Perm.']  B.  87. 
Wood  T.  Ward,  3  J/im.  B.  706.) 

If  two  suits  for  the  same  purpose  are  instituted  in  the  name  of 
an  infant,  by  different  persons  acting  as  his  next  friend,  the  court 
will,  on  motion,  as  a  matter  of  course,,  direct  an  Inquiry  to  be  made, 
to  ascertain  which  suit  is  most  for  his  benefit,  and  wjiich  is  most 
proper  to  be  proceeded  with.  This  inquiry  is  made  on  reference  to 
a  master,  and  the  master  is  at  liberty  to  state  special  circumstances. 
Upon  the  reference  it  is  tompetent  for  th6  master  to  point  out  any 
improvements  that  may  be  made  in.  the  form  of  the  suit,  or  any 
other  circumstances  that  may  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant.  All 
proceedings  in  both  suits,  except  such  as  may  be  required  in  piu> 
suance  of  the  relerence,  are  stayed  until  the  master  shall  have  made 
his  report.  {Donner  v.  JFbrteecuej  3  Atk,  B,  130.  MoPkeraan 
on  Inf.  371,  and  caaeB  cited,)  And  when  but  one  suit  is  commenced 
by  a  next  friend  for  an  infant,  the  court,  on  suggestion,  will  refer 
it  to  a  master  to  report  whether.the  suit  is  for  the  infant's  benefit. 
{Garr  v.  Drakey  supra.)  This  shows  how  exceedingly  cautious 
the  courts  are  in  gualrding  the  interests  of  in&nts,  when  any  mat- 
ter whieh  may  affect  their  interests  is  before  them.  Should  there 
be  a  change  o{  proehein  amiy  or  guardian,  pending  the  action,  the 
&ct  must  be  entered  on  the  record.  {Dames  v.  Locketty  4  Ta/umr 
ian^s  B.  765.)  And  when  the  change  is  made,  the  former  guardiaix 
is  a  competent  witness  in  the  case.  {Burks  v.  S/iamy  2  Bibb^s  [By.] 
S.  841.) 

§  139.  So  also  the  courts  always  show  an  infant  especial  favor  in 
all  litigations  in  their  behalf.  Thus,  where  a  bill  was  brought  on 
behalf  of  an  infant,  to  have  the  possession  of  a  family  estate  as 
tenant  in  tail  under  an  old  settlement,  and  for  general  relief,  on 
an  issue,  the  father  of  the  plantiff  Was  found  to  have  been  illegiti- 
mate, and  the  plaintiff,  waiving  his*  claim  to  the  whole  estate, 
insisted  on  having  the  benefit  of  a  certain  agreement  between  his' 

26 
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father  and  luB  grandfather,  nnder  which  he  would  be  entitled  to 
part  only  of  the  estate ;  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  the  agreement 
was  binding,  and  decreed  for  the  plaintiff  on  this  point,  deciding 
that  in  the  case  of  an  infant,  he  would  allow  him  to  have  a  decree 
^^  upon  any  matter  a/rUing  upon  the  state  of  hds  case^  though  he  has 
not  particularly  menti(^ed  and  insisted  upon  it  and  prayed  it  by 
his  bill."  {StapiMon  v.  StapUtorty  1  Aik.  JR,  2,  5.)  So  also  where 
a  bill  by  an  infant  insisted  on  a  certain  construction  of  a  settle- 
ment, and  that,  if  such  were  not  the  legal  construction,  yet  such 
was  the  intention  of  the  settlor  (without  referring  to  any  articles 
of  instructions) ;  and  Upon  the  hearing  it  was  proposed  to  read  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  instructions  which  had  been  sent  by  the 
settlor ;  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  if  the  bill  had  been  brought  to 
make  the  settlement  agreeable  to  articles  or  instructions,  and  had 
pointed  out  those  instructions  particularly,  they  might  have  been 
read  in  evidence ;  that  the  proper  method  was  to  point  out  the 
articles  or  instructions,  though  it  was  not  to  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  rule,  that  no  case  can  be  so  circumstanced  as  to  make  it 
unnecessary  to  point  out  the  articles,  or  when  the  settlement  itself 
refers  to  them.  But  this  being  the  case  of  an  infant,  his  lordship 
gave  an  opportunity  to  amend  his  bill,  that  he  might  have  the 
benefit  of  those  instructions.  {Prichard  v.  Quinohanty  AmbL  R. 
147.)  And  in  all  cases  a  court  of  equity  will  protect  the  rights  of 
infants  when  they  are  manifestly  entitled  to  something,  although 
their  guardian  ad  litem  neglects  to  claim  it  in  their  behalf. 
{Bt&phens  V.  Vwn  Buren^  1  Paige^s  R.  479.) 

And  again,  the  court  will  not  allow  any  advantage  to  be  taken 
of  the  mistakes  of  those  who  act  for  infants.  {Serle  v.  St.  Eloy^  8 
P,  Wms,  R.  386.)  So  the  court  will  also  elect  for  an  infant,  when 
it  is  necessary  to  decide  between  two  modes  of  proceeding.  Thus, 
if  an  ejectment  bill  is  brought  on  behalf  of  an  infant  for  possession, 
and  an  account  of  rents  and  profits,  the  court  may  elect  for  him  to 
proceed  at  law,  and  retain  the  bill  for  mesne  profits;  whereas  ai» 
adult  will  be  obliged  to  make  his  election  to  proceed  in  equity  or 
at  law,  and  if  at  law  he  must  proceed  for  the  whole  in  a  court  of 
law.  ( Vide  Dormer  v.  Fortescue^  3  Ath.  R.  129.  Stevens  v. 
Stevens^  6  Madd.  R.  97.)  It  seems  also,  that  where  an  infant 
plaintiff  neglects  to  reply,  it  is  not,  as  in  the  case  of  an  adult, 
an  admission  of  the  facts  in  the  answer,  and,  therefore,  he  is  not 
affected  by  his  neglect  to  reply,  but  all  of  the  facts  must  be  proved. 
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{Logan  v.  Sheffieldy  2  AtJc.  B.  377.)  The  authorities  cited  will 
suffice  to  show  the  general  principle  upon  which  the  courts  are  dis- 
posed to  ikror  an  infant  plaintiff  in  the  cause  of  his  suit ;  but  an 
ii|&Bi  plaintiff  is  as  much  bound  bj  a  decree,  and  by  all  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  cause,  as  a  person  of  full  age;  and  cannot,  nor  can 
his  representatives,  open  the  proceedings,  wless  upon  new  matter, 
or  on  the  ground  of  gross  laches,  or  of  fraud  and  collusion,  which 
will  annul  the  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice,  as  much  as  any 
other  transactions.  {Oregory  v.  Molesyx/rth^  3  Atk.  M,  626.  Lord 
Srooh  T.  Lord  Hertford^  2  P.  Wms,  H.  619.  And  vide  Field  v 
WUHamson^  4  Saund.  Ch.  R,  613.)  And  the  knowledge  of  the 
next  fnend,  when  there  is  no  collusion,  is  the  knowledge  of  the 
infant ;  and,  generally  speaking,  the  infant  is  bound  by  the  con- 
duct of  his  solicitor  in  the  progress  of  the  cause.    {Kemp  v.  Sqmrej 

1  Dick.  B.  181.) 

§  140.  Reference  has  already  been  made  generally  to  those  cases 
in  which  an  infant  is  liable  to  an  action  {anUy  ch,  11) ;  and  it  is, 
therefore,  only  necessary  here  to  refer  to  the  manner  of  proceeding 
in  suits  in  which  an  infant  is  defendant.  An  action  may  be  com- 
menced against  an  infant,  as  it  may  against  a  person  of  full  age, 
and  it  is  no  excuse,  when  there  has  been  unusual  delay  in  pro- 
secuting a  demand,  to  say  that  there  has  been  infancy  on  the  part  of 
those*  against  whom  the  demand  is  made.    {Jones  r.  TuberviUey 

2  Vea.  Jr.  11.) 

When  the  suit  is  instituted  against  an  infant,  his  infancy  is  not 
noticed  in  the  first  process,  or  in  the  bill  of  complaint  if  accom- 
panying the  process,  unless  it  be. a  material  fact  in  the  cause ;  and 
the  first  papers  are  served  in  the  usual  way,  the  same  as  though  he 
was  of  full  age.  But  the  infant  can  only  defend  by  guardian,  and 
if  he  appear  by  attorney,  or  in  person,  it  is  error.  The  authorities 
on  this  point  are  numerous  and  decisive,  and  are  general  in 
their  application.  ( Vide  Cometoch  v.  Carr^  6  WendetCe  R.  526. 
Alderman  v.  Tirrellj  8  Johieon^e  R.  418.  14  ib.  417.  Bus- 
tard y.  Yates,  4  L>ana^s  [Xy.]  R.  429.  6  ib.  108.  Beddl  v. 
Lewis,  4  J.  J.  MarshalPs  [Ky.']  R,  662.    Jeffrie  v.  Rdbideaux, 

3  Missouri  R.  33.  Nicholson  v.  WiOmr,  13  Georgia  R.  467. 
New  York  Code  of  Procedure,  §  115.)  But  in  North  Carolina, 
the  court  held  that  a  judgment  of  nil  dicii  against  an  infant,  is 
not  void,  but  only  erroneous  {White  v.  AUenson,  3  Levereux^s 
R.  241.) 
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This  p^Bon  who  appears  and  defends  for  the  infant  defaidant, 
ifl  called  the  guardian  ad  litem  Hia  duties  are  limited  to  the 
particular  suit,  and  he  has  none  of  the  powers  or  liabilities  of  a 
pemument  guardian.  He  must  be  appointed  by  the  court,  or  by 
flucfa  other  functionaries  as  the  statute  of  the  particular  state  may 
prescnbe,  and  he  may  generaUy  be  appointed  on  the  motion  eidier 
of  the  plamtiff  or  defendant. 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  guardian  ad  Utem,  is  appointed 
upon  the  application  of  the  infimt,  if  he  be  of  the  age  of  fourteen 
years,  and  apply  within  twenty  days  after  the  service  of  the  sum- 
mons.   If  he  be  under  the  age  of  fourteen,  or  neglect  so  to  apply, 
then,  upon  the  application  of  any  other  party  to  the  action,  or  of  a 
rdative  or  friend  of  the  infant,  after  notice  of  such  application 
peing  lirst  given  to  the  general  or  testamentary  guardian  of  such 
intent.  If  he  has  one  within  the  state;  if  he  has  lione,  then  to  the 
in&nt  ^ If,  if  over  fourteen  years  of  age,  or,  if  under  that  age, 
and  witiim  the  state,  to  the  person  with  whom  such  infant  resiSa. 
{Codeqf  Procedure,  §  H6,  eubd.  ±)  The  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  guardian  ad  litem  to  defend  tor  the  infant,  is  made  to 
the  same  officer,  and  in  a  simikr  mode,  as  in  caae  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  guardian  for  an  infant  plaintiff.    When  the  infant 
detendant  is  a  married  woman,  her  husband  is  usually  appointed 
her  guardian  to  defend  the  action  for  her,  unless  he  has  an  interest 
adverse  to  her,  or  is  incompetent  in  some  other  respect 

Ibe  admission  of  a  guardian  to  defend  one  suit,  will  not  authorize 
the  same  guardian  to  defend  another  action  against  the  infant 
detendant,  except  by  anotiier  appointment    There  must  be  a 

^a  H.  374.)  In  Pennsylvania,  however,  the  infant  may  defend 
by  his  general  guardian,  who  has  been  regularlv  appointed  by 
the  orphan's  conn.  {M^cer^.WaUum^lWatte  R.&i:^  Andi 
co^efendant  may  be  appointed  the  yuwrdiwr,  ad  liiem  to  other 
^e^danls  who  are  infants.    {Pramd  v.  My,  6  £ng.  lav,  S 

W^t"  ^**-V^  ^T"*"  *^®  ^"^  "^"^y  •'PP«'°t  *  g°"<i«n  <^ 
W  w  *?  «»«»*  defendant,  and  the  pe«on  appointed  is  obliged 

dlnTJ^^l-""^.  ^^  «''"^^"'  «^ ^^  be  entered  for  the  infant 
defendant  witiim  the  time  prescribed  by  statute  or  rule  of  court, 
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the  plaintiff  may  have  a  role,  to  asaign  a  gnardian  for  the  infant. 
{Jad9on  V.  Starer,  3  Sauti^  [iT.  J:]  B.  544.  Cole  v.  FenneO,  3 
^Ofuf.  [  Va.]  JS.  174,  Mackey  v.  (?r»y,  2  JbAn*.  ^- 192.  Fearing 
y.  aiamathy  1  ^a2P«  jS.  55.  Jf^ro«r  v.  Watson^  1  Fo^'  jS.  380. 
CZori  V.  GUmanton,  12  iT.  JBT.  ^.  615.) 

If  an  infant  appear  in  -person,  or  by  attorney,  it  is  error  in  fact, 
and  may  be  assigned  in  the  conrt.  by  which  the  judgment  is  pro- 
nounced. {CasUedme v.  Mtmdyy  llfev.  <& Man,  JR.  635.  4 Bam. 
d  Ad.  JS,  90.  Jiferediihy.SanderSy  2  Bibb's  lEy.]B.  101.)  The 
infant  defendant  cannot  appear  in  person  or  by  attorney  even  to 
moTe  to  set  aside  former  proceedings,  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
appointment  of  a  gnardian  ad  Ktetn.  {Sh^herd  y.  JSHibardy  19 
Wend.  JR.  96.) 

An  injfant  defendant,  sued  as  administratrix  cannot  appear  by 
attorney.  {HuOmarBh  y.  Chandler,  2  Ikg.  C  L.  B.  183.)  The 
appearance  by  attorney  is  not  ground  of  error  if  the  plaintiff 
beoome  nonsuit.  {Bird  v.  Pegg^  7  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  153.)  But  it  has 
been  held  in  such  a  case  before  judgment  that  the  court  will  ord6r 
such  appearance  struck  out,  and  the  in&nt  to  pay  the  costs.  {Paget 
V.  Thompsonj  13  JEkg.  G.  L.  R.  69.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  judgment  against  an  infant  defendant 
without  the  r^ular  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  is  simply 
mtineous,  and  that  if  an  actual  defense  were  interposed  by  one 
acting  as  guardian  ad.  litem,  it  may  be  sufficient  without  any 
express  appointment.  {Vide  Brovon  v.  McRae's  JEkBecutors,  4 
Munf.  [  Fa.]  R.  439.  Priest  y.  BamiUon,  2  Tyler's  [  Vt.'\  R.  44. 
Metcer  y.  Watsm,  sfwpra.  Cato  y.  Easley,  2  Stew.  [Ala.l  R.  214.) 
Bat  if  there  is  an  express  appointment  of  a  guai*dian  ad  liteniy  it 
seems  to  be  necessary  that  such  guardian  appear  or  otherwise 
accept.  {Skaefer  y.  Gates,  2  B.  Mm.  [Ky.']  R.  453.  Fox  y. 
Cadey,  2  GaU.  [  Va.']  R.  1.  Cameal  y.  Sthreshley,  1  A.  K.  Ma/rsh. 
[KyJ\  R .  471.  Darnel  y.  Hwnnigam,,  5  J.  J,  Marsh,.  \KyJ\  R.  48. 
St.  Clair  v.  Srmik,  3  Ohio  R.  855.  Y(nmg  y.  Whitaker  1  A.  IT. 
Marsh.  [J£y.]  R.  398.) 

As  was  suggested  with  respect  to  an  infant  plaintiff,  the  rule 
as  to  appearing  by  attorney  relates  only  to  the  appearance  on  the 
record,  and  does  not  deprive  the  infant  of  the  professional  aid  of 
ui  attorney,  in  whose  name  rules  may  be  entered  and  notices 
served.  {People  v.  JTew  Fork  Common  Pleas,  11  WendelPs  B. 
164.) 
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It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  that 
the  duty  of  watching  over  the  interests  of  infant  defendants, 
devolves  in  a  considerable  dc^ee  on  the  courts ;  and  that  it  is  a 
mark  of  inexcusable  inattention  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  on 
the  motion  of  the  opposite  counsel,  without  bringing  the  minors 
into  court,  or  iasuing  a  commiBsion  for  the  pnrpoee  of  making 
inquiry  as  to  the  appointment,  {Bank  of  the  United  States  v. 
jRitehie,  8  Peter^e  li.  128.) 

In  a  foreclosure  suit  in  the  English  court  of  chancery,  when  a 
decree  was  taken  against  a  defendant  subsequently  discovered  to  be 
an  infant,  the  court  declined  to  rehear  the  case,  or  in  any  way  expe- 
dite the  foreclosure  of  the  equity  of  redemption ;  but  held  that  a 
supplemental  suit  must  be  filed,  or  a  new  suit  instituted.  {Dar- 
win V.  JVioholson^  19  Mig.  Z.  db  Eq.  R.  486.) 

It  may  be  repeated  in  this  place  that  a  judgmelht  or  decree  ren- 
dered without  any  guardian,  or  on  an  appearance  by  attorney,  is 
not  void^  but  merely  voidable  on  error  brought,  or  other  proceed- 
ings to  set  it  aside.  {Bloom  v.  Bv/rdick^  1  HilPe  [iT.  y.]  B.  130. 
Barber  v.  Graves,  18  Vt,  B,  290.  Porter  v.  Bobinsoiiy  3  A,  K. 
Marsh.  [iTy.]  B.  253.     White  v.  Albertson,  3  i?^.  [iT.  a]  R.  241.) 

§  141.  An  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  Utem  for  infant  non- 
resident heirs,  without  order  of  publication  or  other  service  of 
process  on  them,  does  not  make  them  parties  to  a  suit ;  nor  will 
they  be  bound  by  the  decree  in  such  a  case.  The  action  must  be 
commenced  against  the  infant  defendants  in  some  of  the  ways  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute  or  the  practice  of  the  court  for  the 
commencement  of  suits.  {CdtlarWs  Heirs  v.  Choom,  2  J.  J.  Marsh. 
[Ey,']  R,  487.  Shropshire  v.  BenOj  5  Bands  \Ky.'\  B,  684.  JoneSy 
JEicr.  V.  McGintyy  3  iJ.  425. 

When  there  is  an  infant  defendant  in  a  court  of  equity  the 
cause  should  not  be  heard  without  an  answer  for  him.  If 
the  guardian  ad  Utem  fail  to  answer,  the  court  should  coerce  the 
answer,  or  appoint  a  new  guardian  ad  litem,  and  defer  the  hearing 
until  the  answer  comes  in.   {HenLy  v.  Oore,  4  Danoifs  [Ey.]  B.  136.) 

As  a  general  thing,  a  judgment  against  several,  which  is  erro- 
neous because  one  of  the  defendants,  who  is  an  infant,  did  not 
appear  by  guardian  ad  litem,  will  be  set  aside  as  to  all ;  for  the 
reason  that  a  judgment  is  an  entirety.  Even  though  the  action  be 
one  in  which  the  parties  defendants  might  be  several,  the  appear- 
ance of  an  infant  by  attorney,  and  judgment  against  him  and 
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ciheiB,  is  ground  of  reyersal  as  to  all.  {Ormkahanh  v.  Chirdner^  2 
-ear*  [JT.  jr.]  ^.  333.  Sa/rgeantY.  French,10  N.  n.  B.  4AA.)  If 
the  infant  co-defendant  plead  his  infancy,  the  plaintiff  may  have 
le^ve  to  enter  a  noUe prosequi  as  to  him,  and  take  judgment  against 
an  adnlt ;  or  on  the  trial  the  jury  may  find  a  verdict  for  the  infant 
and  against  the  adult,  for  the  infancy  of  one  will'  in  no  way  avail 
the  adnlt  defendant.  {ITagtings  v,  Thompson^  5  Johns.  [N,  T.^ 
a.  160.  Van  Bramer  v.  Cooper^  2  ib.  279.  Woodward  v.  New- 
haUj  1  Pick,  [ifow.]  B.  500.  CuUe  v.  Oardon,  13  Maine  B.  474. 
Barlow  v.  Wiley,  S  A.  K.  Marsh.  [JEy.]  B.  457.)  If  an  infant 
and  one  of  full  age  are  made  executors,  and  an  action  is  brought 
against  them,  he  that  is  imder  age  must  appear  by  guardian  for 
the  defense.    (  Weld  v.  Bumney^  2  Sto.  B,  784.) 

It  would  seem  that  in  replevin  against  several,  if  the  defendants 
appear  by  attorney  and  avow  as  bailiffs,  and  one  of  them  is' an 
infant,  yet  it  is  no  error ;  for  they  all  make  one  bailiff,  and  appear 
in  autre  droit,  or  another's  right.    {Coon  v.  Bowles,  1  Showei^s 

B.  165.) 

The  guardian  ad  litem  cannot  bind  the  infant  defendant  in  any 
thing  except  in  the  ordinary  proceedings  in  the  suit.  The 
declarations  of  thb  guardian  are  not  evidence  against  the  infant, 
and  he  has  no  power  to  release  the  interest  of  any  person  so  as  to 
render  him  competent  as  a  witness.    {FroMr  v.  Ma/rsh,  3  Eng. 

C.  Z.  B.  308.  Cowling  v.  Ely,  lb.  447.)  And  it  seems  that  an 
infant  will  not  be  bound  by  his  own  release  given  on  the  trial  to 
qualify  a  witness,  though  his  guardian  ad  Utem  join  therein,  unless 
it  be  bona  jfide  a  sufficient  satisfaction  of  the  debt  due  him. 
(  Walier  v.  Ferrin,  4  Vt.  B.  623.) 

§  142.  The  next  friend  or  guardian  of  an  infant  plaintiff  is 
primarily  responsible  to  the  defendant,  and  to  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney or  solicitor,  for  the  costs  of  the  suit  The  infant  himself  is 
not  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  defendant  in  any  event ;  but  if  in 
the  end  the  complaint  is  dismissed  with  costs,  or  if  costs  are  given 
as  against  the  plaintiff  at  any  step  of  the  proceedings,  the  ques- 
tion arises  whether  these  costs  are  ultimately  to  be  borne  by  the 
infant  or  by  the  guardian,  or  prochein  ami.  The  rule  laid  down 
by  Lord  Thurlow  in  this  ree^ard  is,  that  no  decree  of  mistake  or 
liapprehension  wiU  be  sufficient  to  charge  aJrocA^n  ami  with 
costs;  and  that  any  one  who  will  stand  forward  in  that  character 
on  the  behalf  of  infants,  is  to  be  encouraged  to  every  possible 
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iexteat  which  he  can  be  8uppb6ed  to  intend  the  infant's  benefit. 
(  Whitaksr  y.  Marlakt^  1  Cox^s  Cob,  285,)  Lord  flardwicke  held  that 
if  it  appears  that  the  next  friend  was  sufficiently  warranted  in  bring- 
ing suit,  and  that  it  was^bronght  on  and  continued  in  a  reasonable 
manner^  and  without  laches,  then  the  infant  ought  to  reimburse  him. 
{Taner  v.  Ivicy  2  Yes*  Jr.'H.  466.)  But  the  costs  will  not  be  charged 
on  the  infant's  estate,  nnlesd  ,the  court  is  satisfied  the  suit  was 
brought  in  good  faith,  and  with  the  bona  fde  intent  to  benefit  the 
infant.  {Pearoe  v,  Peetrcey  9  Vee.  JR.  54Y.)  This  is  substantially 
the  rule  in  this  country.  If  a  bill  is  filed  on  behalf  of  an  infant  by 
his  next  friend,  and  the  bill  is  dismissed  or  a  decree  is  made  in  the 
cause  before  the  in&nt  is  of  age,  he  cannot  be  personally  charged 
with  costs.  They  are  to  be  charged  against  the  next  friend,  unless 
there  is  a  fund  under  the  control  of  the  court  belonging  to  the 
.  infant,  in  which  case  the  court  may  direct  the  costs  to  be  paid  out 
of  that  fund.  (  W(irmg  v.  Crane^  2  Paige's  Ch.  B.  79^  81.)  This 
is  the  practice  in  a  court  of  equity  where  the  whole  subject  of  costs 
is,  in  general,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  But  in  a  court  of 
law,  if  the  defendant  recover  costs  against  the  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  by  a  guardian  or  prochein  ami  for  an  infant,  the  infant 
plaintiff  is  not  liable  for  those  costs,  but  the  guardian  or  proekein 
ami  is.  {Sproule  v.  BoUs^  5  J.  J.  Marsh,  [-fiy.]  B.  162.  Perry- 
man  v.  Burgster^  6  Port.  [Ala.]  B.  99.  Bouche  v.  Byan^  3  Blackf^ 
\Ind:\  B.  472.) 

By  construction  of  a  statute  in  Massachusetts,  an  infant  plaintiff 
seekns  to  be  liable  for  costs  to  the  defendant,  and  the  prochein  ami 
is  not.  {Smith  v.  Floydy  1  Pick.  B.  275.  Oran^  v.  Slaid, 
11  Meic.  B.  288.) 

In  Korth  Carolina,  if  an  infant  plaintiff  becomes  nonsuit,  he 
is  liable  for  the  defendant's  costs,  and  a  JieH  facias  may  issue 
against  his  property.  {Howett  r.  Alexander ^  1  Dev.  B.  431.)  But 
in  Kentucky,  the  mode  of  compelling  the  payment  of  the  defend- 
ant's costs  recovered  against  an  infant  plaintiff  is  by  attachment 
against  the  next  friend,  and  not  by  execution  (  Willson  v.  MeOeSy 
i  A.  K.  Marsh.  B.  601) ;  and  upon  the  reversal  of  a  judgment 
obtained  by  an  infant .  in  the  name  of  his  next  friend,  the  judg- 
misnt  and  costs  go  against  the  prochein  ami.  {Yeiger  v.  Stone^ 
7  Mon.  B.  189.) 

§  143.  In  all  cases  of  actions  against  infant  defendants,  the  same 
rule  with  respect  to  costs  applies  as  in  the  (Sase  of  adults,  and  costs 
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are  giren  much  upon  the  same  priaeiple  as  ia  suits  by  and  against 
adnlt  parties.  In  actions  at  law  the  rul^  with  respect  to  oosts  is 
peremptory,  and  applies  equally  to  infants  and  adults.  In  actions 
and  proceedings  in  equity,  the  matter  olbcosts  is  often  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  in  those  cases  the  fact  of  infancy  added 
to  the  other  circumstances  may  be  considered,  to  relieve  the  defend^ 
ant  from  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  costs,  when  costs  might  be 
imposed  against  an  adult. 

An  infant  who  prosecutes  an  unjust  claim  at  law,  and  compels 
the  other  party  to  come  into  equity  for  relief,  and  then  sets  up 
an  inequital^Ie  defense,  will  be  adjudged  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  equity  suit.  {Price  v.  SyJc^y  1  Jlimkeif  \N.  CI] 
R.  87.) 

In  tlie  State  of  Maryland,  it  is  lield  tliftt  an  infant  defendant  is 
liable  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  co6ts,,and  tliat  a.  capias  ad  sati^aci- 
midum  may  issue  to  recover  them.  {Laney,  Gover^  XHarr.  <b 
McSenri/^s  jR.  4:59.) 

In  England,  it  has  been  said  that  tlie  guardian  ,of  an  infant 
defendant  is  liable  prima  facie  for  costs;  and. ha  is  personally 
liaUe  to  costs  if  the  answer  be  reported  scandalous  or  impertinent; 
but  where  no  misconduct  is  imputed  to  tlie  guardian  ad  Utem^ 
he  seems  .to  stand  on  the  same  footing  >vith  regaij^tto  «coets  as 
the  produnn  ami  of  an  infant  plaintiff.    {McPheraan  on,  Infanoyy 

In  one  pase  an  infant  defendant  was  brought  up  by  the  messen- 
ger to  have  a  guardian  assigned  him  to  defend  the  suit,  ai;^d  JiOrd 
Hardwicke  eaid  that  an  infant  defendant  pays  no  costs  of^  aeon- 
tempt;  that  the  plaintiff  always  pays  .the  messenger.  {Perkins  v. 
Ilammondy  JXck.  B.  287.)  In  anotlier  case,  a  solicitor,  without 
authority,  caused  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  an,  infant  defend- 
ant, and  the  appearance  was  ordered  to  be  set  aside,  and  the 
solicitor  to  pay  costs.  {Richards  v.  Dudley^  2  Dan.  C.  P.  1.)  So 
also,  it  has  been  said :  ^'  Although  an  answer  confesses  every  thing 
that  is  prayed  [alleged]  by  the  bill,  so  that  the  plainti£^  in  that 
case,  need  not  be  at  the  trouble  of  proving  it,  yet,  if  the  defendants 
are  infants,  the  court  will  compel  the  plaintiff  to  prove  every  thing ; 
which  he  did,  and  had  a  decree ;  whereupon  it  was  prayed,  that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  costs  of  all,  and  not  for  the  bill  and  answer 
only,  which  was  granted."  (2  Equity  CaaeSy  alridged^  237,  note  1. 
And  vide  EUl  v.  Omeehee,  12  lU.  R.  160.) 
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The  decree  in  a  suit  for  partition  directs  the  coats  of  infants  to 
be  borne  by  their  share  of  the  property.  {Agwr  v.  Fairfax^  17  Yes. 
JS.  65Y.)  This  is  tlie  rule  generally  both  in  England  and  in  the 
United  States ;  and  in  tMs  respect  it  is  the  same  with  infants  aa 
with  adults. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 

HOW  INFANCY  IS  TMED — BUEDEN  OF  PROOF  —  THB  RIGHT  OF  FABOI. 
DEMURRER — DAY  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  AGAINST  A  DECREE — EFFECT  OF 
THE  JUDGMENT  OR  DECREE  AGAINST  AN  INFANT. 

§  144.  It  has  been  lai(!  down  as  a  rule,  that  when  it  is  alleged  in 
the  pleading  that  the  party  was  and  still  is  an  infant,  the  fact  must 
be  tried  by  inspection  of  the  court ;  but  that  when  the  party  is  of 
full  age,  at  the  time  of  the  plea,  then  it  will  be  tried  per  pais. 
But  as  to  judicial  acts,  or  acts  done  in  a  court  of  record,  that  the 
trial  of  infancy  must  be  by  inspection,  and,  therefore,  if  an  infant 
levies  a  fine  and  attempts  to  reverse  it,  the  writ  of  error  must  be 
brought  during  his  minority,,  so  that  the  court  may  by  inspec- 
tion determine  the  age  of  the  infant ;  although  the  judges,  as  by 
adjunotay  may  in  such  cases  inform  themselves  by  witnesses,  church 
books  and  other  evidence ;  and  by  the  same  rule,  if  an  infant  suf- 
fered a  recovery  by  appearing  in  person,  this  had  to  be  reversed  by 
inspection  of  the  judges  during  his  minority.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  142, 
a/nd. authorities  cited,) 

By  the  old  practice  in  England,  an  infant  conld  not  properly  be 
cognizor  in  a  fine ;  but  if  the  judge  or  commissioners  whose  duty 
it  was  to  see  that  persons  acknowledging  fines  before  them  were  of 
age,  and  who  were  liable  to  be  fined  if  they  neglected  their  duty, 
permitted  an  infant  to  levy  a  fine,  it  was  presumed  that  he  was  of 
full  age,  and  he  could  not  impeach  the  fine  on  the  ground  of  his 
disability  in  the  court  in  which  it  was  levied.  {Mansfield^e  coMj 
12  Coke's  R.  123.  Hearle  v.  Oreenbanh^  3  Atk.  JR.  711.)  But  if 
the  infant  brought  a  writ  of  error  in  a  superior  court  during  his 
minority,  the  fact  of  infancy  was  tried,  not  by  jury  but  by  inspec- 
tion of  his  person  in  open  court ;  and  the  judges  might  require 
his  appearance  for  that  purpose,  examine  him  or  his  relations  and 
inform  themselves  by  any  kind  of  evidence!    {McPherson  ofh  Inf. 


PROOF  OF  INFANCY.  811 

.  461.)  If  upon  inspection  the  party  was  found  not  to  be  of  full 
age,  the  fine  was  reversed ;  and  when  it  had  been  once  adjudged 
and  recorded  upon  such  an  inspection  that  he  was  within  age, 
then  tliough  he  attained  hi&  full  age  or  died  before  the  fine  was 
reversed,  yet  he  or  his  heirs  might  reverse  it  afterward.  {Keck- 
v^ich^s  case^  Sir  F.  Moore^  844.)  So,  when  there  was  a  protection, 
which  rendered  it  impossible  to  proceed  in  the  cause  against  the 
cognizee,  the  infant  might  be  inspected  under  age,  and  the  fine 
avoided  whenever  the  protection  ceased.  {Co,  Litt,  131  a,  180  J. 
Vide  aiaOy  McPherson  on  Inf.  46^.) 

The  common  law  rule  may  still  prevail  in  England,  but  the  trial 
by  inspection  is  no  part  of  the  law  of  this  country.  In  the  United 
States,  the  fact  of  infancy  is  tried  in  the  ordinary  manner  of  other 
facts,  by  a  jury.  {Jiyeson  v.  OroveVy  Cox' 8  [N.  J,'\  i?,  458b 
silver  V.  SheUbach,  1  Dallas'  [Pa.]  E.  165.)    The  fact  is  tried  at 

•  the  same  place  and  before  the  same  tribunal  as  the  other  facts  of 
the  case  ;  that  is,  the  venue  in  cases  for  or  against  an  infant  is  laid 
in  the  place  required  by  the  practice  in  other  cases  ;  although  the 
law  of  the  domicile  of  birth  governs  the  state  and  condition  of 
the  minor,  into  whatever  country  he  removes,  and  his  minority 
ceases  at  the  period  fixed  by  those  laws  for  his  majority,  {AniSj  § 
4.)  For  instance,  if  a  female  at  the  age  of  nineteen  years  should 
make  her  pronxissory  note  in  tlie  State  of  Nebraska  or  Vermont, 
where  females  are  declared  to  be  of  full  age  at  eighteen  years,  §nd 
an  action  should  b3  brought  to  recover  tlie  amount  of  such  note  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  where  a  female  is  an  infant  until  she  is 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  her  plea  of  infancy  will  not  defeat  the 
note,  although  she  might  on  the  day  of  trial  be  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years, 'certainly  not  unless  the  note  was  made  payable 
in  a  place  where  the  maker  would  be  considered  an  infant  at  the 
time  the  note  was  made. 

§  145.  "Wlien  infancy  is  interposed  as  a  defense,  or  is  otherwise 
material  in  an  action  or  other  judicial  proceeding,  the  burden  of 
proving  it  is  upon  the  party  setting  it.  up.  Thus,  if  a  person 
pleads  his  infancy  to  avoid  a  contract  executed  by  him,  the  proof 
of  infancy  lies  on  him,  and  this  rule  will  not  be  departed  from, 
even  where  the  plaintiff  replies  a  new  promise  after  twenty-one,, 
for  the  reason  that  the  fact  of  infancy  is  supposed  to  rest  more 
immediately  within  the  infant's  knowledge,  while  it  may  be 
absolutely  impossible  for  the  adverse  party  to  prove  the  con» 
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trary,  thougli  the  contrary  were  true.  For  example,  in  the  State 
of  Kew  York,  where  the  action  was  upon  a  promissory  note, 
the  defendant  pleaded  infancy  and  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the 
defendant  ratified  and  confirmed  the  promise  after  he  had  attained 
to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  upon  which  the  defendant  took 
issue,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  prima  facie  entitled  to 
recover  upon  proof  of  a  new  promise,  without  showing  that  the 
defendant  was  of  age  at  the  time  of  making  the  new  promise. 
{Bigdcw  v.  Orannisy  4  HUPs  R.  206.)  It  has  also  been  held  by 
the  English  courts,  that  in  such  cases  the  burden  of  proving  infancy 
is  still  on  the  infant.  (Hbstley  v.  Wkartoriy  39  Mig.  O.  Z.  11.  af  6. 
JSostkwick  V.  CarrutherBy  1  Term  JR.  648.  Leader  v.  Barrey^  1 
Eap.  R.  253.    Jenne  v.  Ward^  2  StarK  R.  326.) 

So  in  another  case  in  the  State  of  New  York,  where  the  action 
was  upon  a  promissory  note,  to  a  replication  to  a  plea  of  infancyi 
setting  up  a  ratification  of  the  promises  after  the  defendant  came 
of  age,  the  defendant  rejoined  denying  such  ratification  after  he 
came  of  age,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  give  evidence  of 
such  ratification  at  any  time  after  the  making  of  the  original  contract 
and  that  it  was  then  for  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  was  still  a 
minor  at  the  time  of  such  ratification.  {Bay  y.  Crunn^  1  Denio^s 
R,  108.)  The  course  of  pleading,  however,  may  be  such  as  to  dis- 
pense with  the  proof  of  infancy.  Upon  the  issue  of  necessaries  or 
nolf,  wh(3n  specially  pleaded,  no  evidence  of  minority  is  requisite, 
the  fact  being  admitted  by  the  course  of  pleading :  the  burden  of 
proving  the  issue  of  necessaries,  in  such  a  case,  is  on  the  plaintiff. 
(2  Cfreenleaf'a  Ev.  §  364.) 

§  146.  The  fact  of  infancy  may  be  proved  by. the  testimony  of 
persons  acquainted  with  the  party  from  his  birth,  and  who  can 
sp^ak  from  recollection  upon  the  subject.  The  fact  may  also  be 
proved,  like  other  facts  in  the  case,  by  the  admissions  of  the  party; 
for,  although  the  party  can  know  nothing  personally  of  his  birth, 
when  he  asserts  what  his  age  is,  it  is  presumed  that  he  speaks  from 
information  which  is  reliable.  The  admissions  of  an  infant,  gener- 
ally, are  competent  evidence  against  him,  both  in  civil  and  criminal 
cases,  when  they  relate  to  a  matter  for  which  the  law  holds  him 
•accountable.  {HaUe  v.  UMie^  3  HilPs  [iT.  Y.l  R.  149.  McCoon 
V.  Smithy  Tb.  147.  Rex  v.  Thornton^  1  Moody^a  R.  29.  Mather  v. 
Olarky  2  Aik.  [Vt.]  R.  209.)  But  the  admissions  of  an  infant 
should  be  weighed  cautiously  with  reference  to  his  age  and  under- 
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Standing,  (754^  Stat$  v.  Guild,  5  Ealat.  [N.  J.'\  E,  163, 189, 190,) 
Church  books  also  have  been  held  to  be  competent  evidence  to  go 
to  a  jury  to  establish  the  fact  of  infancy.  {Bosthwick  v.  Clarruthers^ 
1  Term.  Ji.  648.)  An  almanac,  in  which  a  father  had  written  the 
nativity  of  his  son,  was  allowed  to  be  strong  eyidencQ,  {Herbert  v. 
IWio^,  1  Baym.  R.  84.) 

The  entry  of  the  baptismal  register  of  the  infant's  birth  is  no 
proof  of  his  age.  {Rex  v.  Clapham,  19  Eng,  C.  L.  R.  260. 
Wilean  v.  ZaWy  14  ib.  163.  Burghari'v,  Av^ustein,  25  ih,  641.)  It 
seems,  however,  that  if  the  entry  was  made  by  the  parents,  it  may 
be  admitted  as  their  declarationy  and,  in  the  ecclesiastical  court, 
it  is  strong  adminicular  evidence  of  minority.  (2  GreenL  M). 
§363.    Agg  Y.  JDa^iee,  2  FhUL  R.  34:5.) 

The  infant's  own  affidavit  of  his  infancy,  together  with  proof  of 

the  registry  of  his  baptism,  was  held  not  sufficient  proof  to  justify 

the  court  in  setting  aside  a  warrant  of  attorney  on  the  ground  of 

infancy.     (Tyr.  dk   Gr.    R.    512.     Weaver  y.  Stokesyl  Meee.d: 

WeU.  R.  203.) 

In  the  United  States,  where  births  are  required  to  be  recorded, 
the  original  record,  or  a  copy  thereof,  is  usually  received  as  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  fact  it  recites,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
officer  to  record.    (2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  363,  note  4.) 

Parish  registers  of  places  out  of  the  country  where  they  are 
offered  in  evidence,  are  regarded  with  less  confidence  than  those  of 
the  place  wherein  they  are  offijred ;  and  Lord  Kenyon,  it  seems, 
when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  refused  to  receive  a  register  of  the 
neighboring  island  of  Guernsey.  {Sunt  v.  LeUisurier,  1  Cox^e 
it  275.) 

It  seems  that  the  entry  of  baptism  contemporaneously  made  by 
a  Eoman  Catholic  priest,  in  the  discharge  of  his  ecclesiastical  duty, 
in  his  church  record  of  baptisms,  is  competent  evidence,  after 
his  death,  of  the  date  of  the  baptism,  if  the  book  is  produced  from 
the  proper  custody;  although  he  was  not  a  sworn  officer,  and  the 
record  was  not  required  by  law  to  be  kept  j  so  held  by  the  supreme 
judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  very  late  case.  {Kermedy  v. 
DoyU^  10  Grayh  R.  161.)  This  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  death 
of  the  priest  made  his  register  evidence,  upon  the  same  principle 
that  an  entry  of  tithes, in  the  books  of  a  deceased  rector,  the  books 
of  charges  of  a  deceased  attorney,  or  those  of  a  deceased  solicitor, 
for  professional  services,  memoranda,  signed»by  an  attorney  of  his 
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having  served  an  order  or  notice,  and  an  entry  made  by  a  deceased 
clerk,  in  a  notary's  book,  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  and 
the  like,  are  competent  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated,  which 
has  been  admitted  in  a  great  number  of  cases,  both  in  England  and 
in  this  country.  The  ground  of  the  admission  of  such  evidence,  is 
stated  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  in  the  case  of  the  entry  in  the 
notary's  book,  "  that  it  was  an  entry  made  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction,  and  m.ade  in  th^  usual  course  of  business,  by  a  person 
who  had  no  interest  to  misstate  what  had  occurred."  {Poole  v. 
DicaSj  1  Bing.  N.'  C.  652.)  In  a  very  early  case,  the  supreme 
court  of  Connecticut  admittted  the  record  of  a  baptism  by  a 
minister  of  a  parish,  who  had  since  died,  as  evidence  of  the  ffwct  of 
baptism.  {HunUey  v.  Compstock^  2  Booths  R,  99.)  And  it  has 
often  been  held  in  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  that  the 
book  of  a  bank  messenger  or  a  notary  public,  kept  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  though  not  required  by  law,  is  competent 
evidence  after  his  death.  {Walsh  v.  Barret^  15  Mass.  H.  380. 
Porter  v.  Judson^  1  Gray^a  R.  175.)  Similar  decisions  have  been 
made  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  and  by  other 
American  courts  of  authority.  {NichoUs  v.  Wel/by  8  Wlieat  li,  326. 
Gale  V.  Norris^  2  McLeajrC%  R.  471.  Sheldon  v.  Benham^  4  JlilVs 
[K  jr.]  R.  131.  Nourae  v.  MeCoy,  2  RawWa  [Pa.]  R.  70.)  On 
these  authorities,  the  record  of  baptisms  of  the  Massachusetts 
deceased  Koman  Catholic  priest,  was  admitted  as  evidence  of  the 
date  of  the  particular  baptism. 

§  147.  By  the  feudal  law,  the  guardian  having  the  whole  profits 
of  the  estate,  that  he  might  be  enabled  to  breed  the  infant  up  to 
arms,  was  not  admitted,  where  the  right  of  inheritance  was  in 
.  demand,  to  prosecute  or  defend  for  the  infant ;  and  the  infant, 
being  incapable  of  acting  for  himself,  the  action  was  in  such  cases 
suspended  till  he  came  of  age.  Hence  in  all  cases  where  a  naked 
right  in  fee  descended  from  an  ancestor  to  an  infant,  then  in  every 
action  ancestorial  brought-  by  the  heir  within  age,  the  parol  was 
required  to  demur,  for  the  law  judged  it  less  prqudicial  that  the 
infant  be  delayed  of  his  right,  than  that  he  should  run  the  hazard 
of  losing  it  forever,  which  he  might  be  in  danger  of  by  his  want  of 
knowledge  in  setting  forth  his  title ;  and  the  parol  was  required  to 
demur  in  equity  the  same  as  in  law.  {Bing.  on  Inf.  145,  146.) 
There  were  various  other  cases  in  which  the  parol  demurrer  was 
required,  but  the  doctrine  long  since  was  rendered  inapplicable 
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except  in  debt  against  the  heir  on  the  bond  of  his  ancestor,  and 
now  the  right  of  parol  demurrer  is  abolished  in  England,  by  statute, 
and  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  dwell  upon  the  subject.  (11  Oeo.  I  Vj 
and  1  Wm.  J  F,  cL  47.) 

The  parol  demurring  stayed  all  proceedings  in  the  suit,  except 
that  a  receiver  was  sometimes  appointed.  {Sweet  v.  Partridge^  1 
(h£s  H,  433.)  The  right  of  the  parol  to  demur  is  abolished  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  the  doctrine  is  scarce  recognized  in  any 
of  the  American  States  at  the  present  time,  and  especially  in  cases 
of  devise  or  descent. 

§  148.  According  to  the  old  and  well  settled  rule  of  practice  in' 
a  court  of  equity,  in  cases  against  an  infant,  a  day  was  giv^n  the 
infant  defendant  when  be  came  of  age,  usually  six  months,  to  show 
cause  against  a  decree,  and  make  a  better  defense,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  called  in  for  that  purpose  by  the  usual  process  of  the  court 
to  obtain  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant ;  and  this  is 
the  general  rule  at  the  present  day,  except  in  cases  specially  pro- 
Tided  by  statute.  The^  decree  in  ordinary  cases  which  does  not 
give  a  day  will  be  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  and  will  be  reversed  on 
appeal  for  that  error  alone,  or  will  afford  ground  for  a  bill  of 
review.  {Thomas  v.  GyleSj  2  Vem.  H,  232.  Cary  v.  Bertie^  Ih.j 
342.  Eyre  v.  ShafUbury^  2  P.  Wiim.  R.  120.  Napier^.  Effingh/im^ 
lb.  401.  BenneU  v.  Zee^  2  Atk.  li.  529.  EelsaU  y.,EelsaUj  2 
Mylne  ds  Keene^a  R.  409.  Jackwn  v.  Turner^  Leigh^s  [  Fa.]  72. 
119.  Bxder  v.  BuUiM,  4  BiWs  [Ky.']  R.  11.  CoHarcTa  Heirs 
V.  G-roonij  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  [Ey.]  R.  487,  488.  Jones^  Heirs  v. 
Adair,  4  ih.  220.  Arnold^ s  Admr.  v.  Yo<yrhies,  Ih.  507, 509.  Pass- 
morels  Heirs  v.  Moore,  Ih.  591,  593.  Harlan  v.  Barnes^  Admr.  5 
Dana's  ^Ky.']  R.  219,  223.    Lee  v.  Braaion,  5  CalVs  [  Ya:\  R.  459. 

Although  the  right  of  the  pai^ol  to  demur  is  abolished  in  Eng- 
land, tlie  rule  of  Uie  English  courts  still  continue  to  give  tl^e  infant 
a  day.  In  a  foreclosure  suit  it  has  been  lately  held  in  the  English 
court  of  chancery  that  the  decree  must  be  taken,  reserving  a  day 
for  the  infant  to  show  cause,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  trustee 
act  of  1850  to  alter  the  rights  of  the  infant.  {Nev^erry  v.  Jfor- 
^m,  2  Eng.  Law  and  Eq,  R.  106.) 

There  seems  to  be  a  distinction  made  in  England  between  cer- 
tain mortgage  cases.  "When  the  decree  directs  the  mortgaged 
premises  to  be  sold,  the  infant  has  not  his  day  to  show  cause ;  but 
on  a  decree  of  a  simple  foreclosure,  the  infant  is  allowed  his  six 
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months  to  show  cause  against  the  decree.  {Booth  v.  Rich^  1  Vem, 
M:%96.  Oodier  v.  Ashtan,  18  Ves.  JR.  83.  WUHamson  v.  Gordon,  19 
^.  114.  SohoUfield  v.  Heafidd,  7  Simons*  R,  667.  Fw?tf  a&o  Powys 
V.  Mcmsjiddy  6  tJ.  637.    Matlock  v.  G^oZ^tw,  3  P.  TFWw.  jff.  352.) 

The  rule  in  the  State  of  New  York  is  substantially  the'satnc  aa 
in  England,  Except  that  in  cases  of  strict  foreclosure  in  England 
the  infant  is  allowed  six  months  after  he  comes  of  age  to  show 
cause  against  the  decree  {Mallach  v.  Galton,  supra) ;  whereas,  in 
NeV  York,  th^  tiVne  allowed  for  redemption,  upon  a  bill  for  strict 
ibreclosure,  is  not  certain,  but  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
(2  Barl.  Ch.  Pr.  190.  Perine  v.  Dunn,  4  Johns,  CL  R.  140.) 
However,  it  has  been  held  that,  except  in  cases  specially  provided 
by  statute,  an  infant  defendant  is  entitled  to  six  months  after 
his  cottiing  of  age  to  show  cause  against  a  decree  affecting  his  title 
to  real  estate^  Wlien  a  deed  to  the  infant's  ancestor  was  set  aside 
as  fraudulent,  the  court  directed  a  clause  to  be  inserted  in  tlie 
decree  giving  hito  such  day.  {Harris  v.  Yoitman,  IToff.  Ch.  J?. 
178.)  Arid  in  another  case  it  was  held  that  a  decree  against 
itifants  setting  aside  a  conveyance  made  in  trust  for  th6m,  whidi 
decree  contains  no  provision  allowing  them  a  day  to  show  cause 
after  they  shall  'become  of  age,  is  erroneous,  and  is  not  conclusive 
upon  theta ;  and  further,  that  if  tJie  infants  have  any  valid  interest 
in  the  trust  property,  they  are  entitled  to  relief  in  a  court  of  equity, 
atidthat  the  error  for  not  inserting  the  provision  allowing  such  day 
may  be  corrected  either  by  original  bill  or  by  bill  of  review. 
{Wright  \.  Miller,  1  Sand.  Ch.  R.  103.  Ih.  4  Barb.  R.  600.  H. 
4:jSeld.R.9.) 

Ih  the  State  of  California,  the  supreme  court  has  held  that  a 
decree 'against  an  infant  ivithout  giving  him  a  day  to  show  cause 
agiiinst  it,  deprives  him  of  no  rights  which  the  law  gives  him. 
{Rsffla  V.  Martin,  19  Cat.  R.  463.) 

Ih  a  mortgage  case,  if,  instead  of  seeking  a  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  against  the  infant  heir  of  the  mortgagor,  there  is  a  decree 
for  the  sah  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  the  decree,  as  in  England, 
win  bind  the  infant ;  and  a  sale  is  usually  regarded  as  the  most 
beneficial  to  both  parties.    {Mills  v.  Dennis,  ^  Johns.  Ch.  R,  367.) 

§  149.  Ih  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
the  doctrine  of  the  demurring  of  the  parol,  and  the  giving  a  day 
to  an  infant  to  show  cause^  bias  been  carefully  examined,  and  the 
distinction  between  the  practice  in  the  two  cases  distinguislied. 
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The  suit  was  brought  to  set  aside  the  deed  of  an  infant's  ance8tt>r 
for  firaud,  and  the  court  determined  to  set  the  deed  aside.  Some 
of  the  defendants  were  infants,  and  in  j^onsidering  the  question  as 
to  giving  them  a  day  to  show  causey  the  assistant  vice-chancellor, 
the  Honorable  Murray  Hoffman,  said :  '  In  the  case  of  Price  v. 
Career  (3  Mylnedk  Oraig^s  R.  161),  this  subject  was  entered  Into  at 
length.  The  bill  was  by  an  equitable  mortgagee  for  a  foreclosure, 
and  the  decree  as  finally  settled  was,  that  the*  infant  upon  isoming 
of  age  convey  the  premises,  with  the  usual  clause  that  the  decree 
be  binding  upon  him^  unless  upon  being  served  with  a  subpoena  he 
show  cause  against  it  within  six  months  after  c6ming  of  age.'  The 
lord  chancellor  then  notices  the  difference  between  the  parol 
demurring  and  the  giving  a  day  to  show  cause.  He  considers  that 
the  parol  demurred  in  equity  only  when  it  demurred  at  law,  and 
cites  Flasket  v.  Betiy  (4  East  R.  485),  as  well  explaining  the  origin 
and  limits  of  the  rule  at  law.* 

*^From  the  case  of  Price  y.  Carver,  and  that  of  Lechmere  v; 
Rrasier  (3  Joe.  dk  Walker'*s  R.  281),  it  appears,  that  when  real  estate 
descended  to  an  heir  at  law,  and  there  was  not  a  trust,  power  to 
sell,  specialty  creditors  could  not  obtain  a  sale  of  the  real  estate 
until  the  infant  came  of  age*  But  if  there  was  a  devise  in  trust  to 
sell,  or  a  power  to  sell  and  convey,  so  that  a  deed  could  be  executed 
by  another  competent  to  transfer  the  legal  title,  the  parol  could 
not  demur,  nor  was  a  day  given  to  show  cause.  {Black  v.  WUder^  1 
Wesfs  R,  341.)  And  when  a  sale  was  directed  to  be  made,  but  no 
power  given  to  executors  or  others  to  make  it,  and  therefore  the 
estate  descended  to  the  infant  heir,  clothed  with  a  trust  to  sell,  the 
parol  did  not  demur,  but  a  day  was  given  to  show  cause  against 
the  decree,  upon  coming  of  age,  and  £he  conveyance  was  not  to  be 
executed  until  then.  (  Uvedale  v.  Uvedaie,  3  Aik.  R.  118.  JBlack 
V.  Wilder  J  ut  supra.  Pope  v.  Ocorge^  4  Yes.  R.  370  n.)  It.  was  said 
by  Lord  Hardwicke  {Sheffield  v.  Bttcki/ngham^West^sR.  684),  tliat 
he  took  it  to  be  the  course  of  the  court,  not  to  give  a  day,  unless  a 
conveyance  is  directed,  either  in  form  or  substance.  And  in  Wilk- 
insan  v.  Oliver  (4  Hen.  dk  Mwnf.  R.  450),  it  is  said,  that  whenever 
an  infimt  is  decreed  to  do  an  act,  he  mu^t  have  six  months  given 
him  after  coming  of  age  in  the  decree;  but  not  when  lands  are 
decreed  to  be  sold,  unless  he  is  to  join  in  the  conveyance.  See  also 
Bingham  v.  Clanmarrisy  2  MoUayy  393.  But  a  careful  examination  . 
of  the  cases  shows  that,  even  upon  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages, 
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this,  clause  is  inserted.  {Matlock  v.  OaUohy  3  P.  Wins.  H.  352 
Zyne  v.  WaUis^  lb.  n.  WiUiam8on  v.  Gordon^  19  Tea.  R.  114.) 
I  apprehend  the  English  rule  to  be,  that,  except  in  special  cases, 
such  as  where  there  is  an  equitable  mortgage  only,  no  conveyance 
is  ordered  upon  a  bill  of  foreclosure.  The  legal  title  passM  by.  the 
English  doctrine,  under  the  mortgage,  and  the  equity  in  this  court 
was  extinguished  by  the  foreclosure.  (3  Powdl  on  MortgageSj  965, 
988.  Willimson  v.  Oordoriy  ut  supra.)  So  in  our  court  in  former 
times,  the  decree  declared  only  the  equity  of  redemption  barred, 
and  ordered  a  delivery  of  title  deed.  {Brovme  v.  Oold^  16th  May, 
1800,  Knox  V.  FoUocky  Sd  July,  1800 ;  Coojper  v.  Eirkland,  lUh 
August,  1800.)  In  the  case  of  Pye  v.  DarJmrrj  (3  Bro.  (7-  R. 
595,)  a  mortgage  was  made  in  fee,  when  the  party  was  only  tenant 
in  tail,  and  there  was  a  covenant  for  further  assurance.  This  was 
held  binding  on  his  assignees,  he  having  become  bankrupt,  and  it 
was  urged  that  they  were  bound  to 'suffer  a  recovery.  The  decree 
was  for  them  to  execute  proper  conveyances  upon  being  foreclosed. 
Here  the  title  under  the  mortgage  as  it  stood  was  not  perfect. 

"  The  leading  case  of  Spencer  v.  Bangs  (4  Vesey^s  B.  370),  illufr- 
trates  the  English  rule.  There  copyhold  lands  were  mortgaged  in 
fee  by  lease  and  release.  There  was  a  covenant  for  further  assur- 
ance. This  was  held  to  bind  the  customary  heir.  But,  as  he  was 
an  infant,  the  decree  (the  bill  being  for  foreclosure)  was  that  an 
account'  be  taken,  etc.,  and  upon  the  defendant's  paying  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  amount  reported  due,  etc.,  the  plaintiffs  were  to 
recorivey,  but,  in  default  of  such  payment,  the  plaintiffs  were  to  be 
let  into  possession  of  the  premises,  and  to  hold  the  same  until  the 
defendant  should  attain  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  upon  attain- 
ing that  age  the  defendant  was  to  surrender  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, and  the  decree  was  to  be  binding  upon  the  infant,  unless,  etc. 
So,  Price  v.  Carver ,  before  cited^  and  ScKolejield  v.  Heafidd  (7 
Simons^  R.  670),  wei»  cases  of  equitable  mortgages.  Again,  in  Eyre 
V.  The  Countess  of  Shaftt^ry  (2  P.  Wms.  R.  120),  it  is  said  by  Sir 
Joseph  Jackyll,  that  in  all  decrees  against  infants,  even  in  the 
plainest  cases,  a  day  must  be  given  to  show  cause  when  they  come 
of  age.  The  case  of  Sir  John  Napier  v.  Effingham  (1  P,  Wms.  R. 
401, 3  Br.  P.  C.  1),  is  much  in  point.  The  infant  brought  a  bill  to  be 
relieved  against  several  settlements  unduly  obtained ;  and  the 
defendant,  Lady  Effingham,  brought  a  cross-bill  to  have  a  convey- 
ance to  an  estate  settled  on  her  by  a  particular  deed,  and  for  other 
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purposes.  A  decree  was  made,  among  other  things,  dismissing  the 
original  bill,  as  to  a  particular  settlement.  On  an  appeal  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  so  much  of  the  decree  as  directed  the  dismissal  of 
the  plaintiff's  bill,  in  relation  to  a  settlement  of  July,  1818,  was 
affirmed,  with  the  addition  of  the  words,  *  unless  the  plaintiff.  Sir 
John  Napier  shall,'  etc.  And,  as  the  cross  cause  was  also  before 
the  court,  the  decree  further  directed  that  the  trustees  should  con- 
vey, ^  unless  the  said  John  should,  within  six  months,'  etc.  We 
see  in  this  decree  an  example  of  a  conveyance  by  trustees  respited, 
until  the  infant,  who  would  have  otherwise  inherited  the  lands, 
came  of  age.  When  the  cause  was  afterward  before  the  court  of 
chancery,  upon  a  petition  of  Sir  John  Napier,  upon  coming  of  age , 
leave  was  given  him  to  amend  his  answer  to  the  cross-bill,  and  to 
rehear  the  causes.  And  the  court  say  that  all  decrees  against 
infanta  give  six  months  after  they  come  of  age  to  show  cause. 
But  the  amending  the  original  bill,  after  a  dismissal  upon  the 
merits,  was  held  to  be  without  precedent,  and  refused.  This  order 
was  affirmed  by  the  lords.  (3  BrowrCft  P,  C,  301.)  See  also  Kehal 
y.KeUaU  (2  Mylne  dk  Keene^s  R,  409),  in  which  Lord  Brougham 
went  careftilly  into  the  cases  respecting  an  infant's  rights  to  make 
8  new  defense,  and  the  principles  on  which  they  proceed. 

^^  Sales  in  England  have  sometimes  been  ordered  upon  bills  of  fore- 
cloenre,  with  the  mortgagor's  consent,  and,  I  suppose,  upon  the 
general  right  of  a  specialty  creditor,  to  obtain  a  sale.  {Mondey  v. 
Mofidey^  1  Ve9ey  dk  Beames^  R.  223.  Seatan  an  Decrees,  274.) 
But  prior  to  the  statute  (1  Wm,  /F,  ch.  47,  §  1)  the  infant  was  not  to 
convey  until  of  age,  and,  of  course,  had  his  day.  By  that  act, 
when  any  suit  is  instituted  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  a  decree 
of  sale  is  made,  the  court  may  compel  the  infant  to  execute  convey- 
ances, which  shall  be  as  effectual  as  if  the  infant  was  of  full  age. 

^'  It  appears  to  me,  as  the  result  of  these  authorities,  thaty^in  Eng- 
land, independent  of  statutory  provisions,  the  rule  generally  is, 
that,  whenever  the  inheritance  of  an  infant  is  bound  by  a  decree, 
there  must  be  a  day  given  him  to  show  cause,  whether  a  convey- 
ance is  decreed  or  not.  The  parol  demurrer  stays  all  proceedings 
in  the  suit,  except  that  a  receiver  will  sometimes  be  appointed. 
{SweU  V.  Partridge,  1  Oox^e  R.  433.)  But  when  the  cause  goes  on, 
the  decree  is  completed,  with  a  respite  of  conveyance  if  necessary, 
and  with  a  day  to  show  cause,  whether  they  are  requisite  or  not. 
I  have  already  noticed  some  exceptions. 
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^^  In  applying  th^se  rules  of  the  English  court  to  cases  in  our  own 
state,  there  are  some  instances  in  which  statutory  provisions  remove 
all  difficulty.  Under  the  act  of  1818  (1  B.  L.  316),  the  privilege 
of  the  parol  demurring  was  abolished ;  the  action  was  not  to  be 
delayed  by  Teason  of  the  nonage  of  the  heir  or  devisee  sue^  By 
the  present  law,  suits  against  heirs  and  devisees  are  not  to  be  sus- 
pended by  reason  of  their  infancy,  but  guardians  are  to  be 
appointed  as  in  other  cases,    (2  i?.  /SI  454,  §  43*) 

"  Suits  may  now  be  prosecuted  against  heirs  and  devisees  jointly, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  charge  them  with  the  debts  of  the 
ancestor,  oui  account  of  lands  descended.  (2  R.  S.  .456,  §  60. 
Lcms  1837,  p.  537,  §§  73, 74,  Pcurs<m  v.  Browne,  7  Paiges  R  360.) 
When  it  is  found  that  the  heir  has  lands  descended  to  him  not 
aliened  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  court  is  to  decree 
that  the  debt  be  levied  of  such  real  estate  descended.  (2  K  S. 
454,  §  47.)  And  by  section  54,  execution  on  this  decree,  when  the 
devisee  or  heir  is  an  infant,  is  suspended  for  one  year.  (See  also 
1  ^.  Z.  1813,  §  6.) 

"Now,  by  the  statute  of  11  George  IV  and  1  William  IV,  chap- 
ter 47^  section  10,  the  abolition  of  the  right  of  the  parol  to  demur  is 
made  in  terms  even  more  comprehensive  and  decisive  than  is  our 
own  act.  Yet  Lord  Cottenham,  in  Price  v.  Carver,  proceeds  upon 
the  distinction  betweea  the  parol  demurring  and  giving  a  day  to 
show  cause,  and  holds  the  latter  requisite  when  the  former  was 
abolished.  Under  our  statute  the  debt  is  to  be  levied  by  execution, 
and  «  sale  is  made  by  the  sberiffl  No  conveyance  is  therefore 
necessary  from  the  infant.  But  still  the  point  is  not  readied 
whether  the  day  to  show  cause  must  not  bo  given^  and  all  the 
consequences  of  making  a  new  defense  be  allowed. 
-  "In  partition  cases  .in  England,  the  parol  does  not  demur  at  law, 
nor  has  4he  infant  a  day  to  show  cause.  But  in  equity,  although  a 
decree  bo  made,  conveyances  must  be  executed,  and  are  respited  in 
cases  of  infancy  until  the  arrival  at  age  of  the  party.  In  our  own 
courts,  conveyances  were  held  unnecessary  under  the  old  statute. 
The  decree  was  the  same  as  the  judgment  at  law.  When  a  sale  is 
ordered  in  a  partition  suit,  the  provisions  of  the  statute  are  eo 
ample  and  decisive  as  to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  giving  the 
infant  a  day. 

"  In  mortgage  cases  it  was  formerly  the  course  of  our  courts  to 
direct  a  sale  by  the  sheriff  when  the  mortgagor  was  absent  or  eon- 
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oealed,  and  iB  ordinaty  cases; to  decree  it  under  the  direction  of  a 
master,  with  all  proper  parties  to  join  in  the  deed.  See  the 
statutes  and  cases,  2  Sbfnum^s  Oh.  Pr.  95,  noU  3.  In  Zawler  v. 
Durrt/j  10th  January,  1801,  such  a  decree  was  made,  with  a  day 
given  to  the  infant  to  show  cause,  six  months  ailer  coming  of  age, 
upon  being-  served  with  a  subpcsna.  A  like  decree  was  made  in 
Gardner  y.  Bobertson^  15th  September,  1800.  In  April  1801,  the 
first  act  was  passed  authorizing  sales  and  cbnyejances  by  a  master. 
(1  Webster  €&  Skin.  443,  §  13.)  The  provision  is^  contained  in  that 
act  which  has  been  adopted  in  every  subsequent  statute,  that  the 
master's  deed  should  be  of  the  same  validity  as  if  executed  by 
the  mortgagee  and  mortgagor,  and  be  an  entire  bar  against  them 
and  their  heirs.  From  that  time  I  presume  no  decree  in  such  a 
case  has  given  >  day  to  show  cause.  And  by  the  statute  and  the 
universal  practice  the  omission  is  fully  sanctioned. 

'^  It  may  be  that  thedoctrine  in  our  state  respecting  mortgages  is 
60  entirely  changed  as  that  even  upon  a  bill  of  strict  foreclosure,  a 
conveyance  by  the  mortgs^r  should  be  decreed,  and  in  a  case 
brfore  me,  in  October  Term,  1839, 1  directed  a  clause  to  be  inserted 
that  the  complainant  might,  if  advised,  compel  a  release  from  the 
mortgagor,  without,  however,  it  being  deemed  essential.  If  the 
heir  was  an  infant,  of  course  in  such  a  case  a  day  must  be  given. 
If^  on  the  other  side,  the  bill  is  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  a  declaration 
and  decree  tiiat  it  is  satisfied  might  be  sufficient.  The  execution 
of  a  satisfaction  given  is  of  course  so.  But  if  either  this  or  a  con- 
veyance was  deemed  necessary,  and  the  infant  was  an  heir,  there 
would  be  something  for  him  to  do,  and  he  must  have  his  day* 

^  In  Braxton  v.  Zee^s  Beira  (4  Ben.  <b  Munf.  B.  889),  commis- 
fiioners  were  appointed  to  set  out  dower,  and  they  awarded  that 
the  guardian  of  the  infant  should  pay  at  the  rate  of  $50  per 
annmn  for  rents  and  profits  from  the  time,  the  bill  was  filed,  the 
decree  was  held  void,  among  other  things,  for  not  giving  the  in£Emt 
a  day  to  show  cause. 

'^  In  WWdneon^s  Adnyr.  v.  OU&n^e  Bepreaentaiwee  (4  Bisn.  dk 
Mw^,  B.  450),  there  was  a  decree  for  sale  of  lands  to  pay  debts ; 
commissioners  to  conduct.it.  The  chancellor  said,  when  the'infant 
is  deipreed  to  do  an  act,  as  when  he  is  foreclosed,  a  day  is  given. 
But  not  when  lands  are  decreed  to  be  sold,  unless  he  is  to  join  in 
the  conveyance.  Commissioners  execute  deeds  in  Yirginia  where 
a  sale  of  land  is  decreed. 
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"  Upon  the  whole,  I  consider  the  rule  is  broader  than  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  stated  it  in  the  single  case  referred  to,  and  that  in  general  the 
infant  must  have  his  day  when  his  inheritance  is  affected."  (iZor- 
ris  V.  Touman^  Hoffman^B  Ch.  li.  178,  185.) 

Tiiis  case  was  decided  a  quarter  of  a  centurj  ago,  bnt  the  role 
with  respect  to  the  parol  demurrer,  and  giving  day  to  the  infant  is, 
in  principle,  the  same  now  as  it  was  then ;  and  as  the  practice  in 
these  cases  is  so  little  understood  by  the  profession,  it  was  thought 
best  to  give  the  case  m  eastensOy  as  containing  an  epitome  of  the 
practice  upon  this  veiy  important  subject,  both  in  England  and  in 
this  country.  In  a  word,  it  jnay  be  averred  that  the  parol  demurrer 
is  abolished,  but  that  a  day  must  be  given  to  the  infant  when  he 
comes  of  age,  usually  six  months,  to  show  cause  against  a  decree 
affecting  his  title  to  real  estate,  except  in  cases  specially  provided 
for  by  statute,  and  that  this  is  the  rule  of  practice  both  in  thifl 
country  and  in  England. 

§  150.  An  infant  who  has  a  day  given  to  him,  after  he  comes  of 
age,  to  show  cause  against  a  decree,  cannot  assail  the  decree  in  any 
mode  he  pleases  by  that  day,  but  must  first  obtain  the  leave  and 
direction  of  the  court.    {Field  v.  Williamsany  4  Sand.  Ch.  Ji.  613.) 

But  in  a  case  where  a  day  has  been  given  to  show  cause,  an 
infant,  before  he  comes  of  age,  may  apply  for  leave  to  put  in  a 
better  answer.  This  permission  will  not  be  granted  as  a  matter 
of  course,  but  it  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  shown  to 
the  court.    (Bennet  v.  Zee.  2  Atk.  R.  529.) 

In  the  State  of  Virginia  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that  an  infant 
defendant  may  have  six  mouths  after  he  comes  of  age,  to  show 
cause  against  a  decree  entered  against  him,  and  if  the  decree  be 
reversed,  he  will  have  restitution  of  the  proceeds  of  any  sale  under 
it,  although  it  is  declared  that  .the  sale  shall  be  valid.  {Code  of 
1849,  oh.  178,  §§  7,  8.) 

If  the  infant  succeeds  in  showing  that  the  decree  ought  not  to 
have  been  made,  the  court  will  place  him,  so  far  as  is  conveniently 
practicable,  in  the  situation  itt  which  he  was  before  the  decree  was 
made.  {Pope  v.  L^masteTy  6  lAUeWe  [-ffy.]  R.  80.  ^Prutzonan  v. 
Piteaetty  3  Ha/rr.  cd6  Johns.  [Md.}  R.  77,  82.)  It  is  held,  however, 
that  a  decree  need  not  give  a  day  to  infant  complainants,  as  thej 
have  no  right  to  overhaul  the  decree.  { WiUiamean^s  Heirs  v. 
JohnstorCa^  omd  NaehUe  J5fi»r«,  4  Monroe^e  [Ey.l  R.  263,  255. 
Jameson  v.  ManUj/y  lb.  414,  416.    Hanna  v.  Spoifs  JSeirSy  5  B. 
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Monroes  [2yO  R.  362,  367.  Brown  y.  Armisieady  6  Randolph's 
[  VdJ]  JS.  574,  602.)  And  in  all  cases  of  judicial  acts  of  the  conrt 
which  are  performed  under  an  authority  not  derived  from  the 
infimt,  the  same  are  binding  upon  them  and  conclusive ;  such  as 
decrees  of  sale  under  mortgage,  or  under  a  power  in  a  will  to  sell, 
hereinbefore  referred  to.  ( Vide  Mills  v.  DenmSj  3  Johns.  Ch.  £. 
367,  369.    Brown  v.  Armisteady  supra,) 

It  was  doubted  in  ancient  times,  whether  a  recovery  barred  an 
infan^  who  appeared  by  his  guardian,  bnt  it  was  afterward  settled, 
that  if  an  infant  appeared  by  guardian  and  vouched  the  common 
TOQcher,  and  so  suffers  a  recovery,  it  could  not  be  reversed  for 
error.  If  the  recovery  was  to  the  infant's  prejudice,  he  had  his 
remedy  against  the  guardian.  (McPhersan  on  Inf.  463,  and  cases 
cksd.)  And  it  may  be  submitted  as  a  general  proposition,  that  an 
infant  can  make  no  new  defense  after  decree,  unless  the  decree 
itself  gives  him  a  day  to  show  cause  against  it,  a  permission  which 
would  be  unnecessary  if  infants  could,  in  all  cases,  make  a  new  de- 
fense after  the  decree,  whenever  they  came  of  age ;  and  that  in  all 
other  cases  he  is  finally  bound.  {MePherson  on  Inf.  429.)  Of  course 
a  judgment  against  an  infant  in  cases  of  tort,  or  contracts  which  are 
absolutely  binding  upon  him,  is  as  conclusive  upon  him  as  upon  an 
adult,  and  a  judgment  in  partition  is  binding  on  an  infant  defendant, 
although  in  all  cases  the  judgment  must  be  regularly  entered  upon 
the  appearance  of  the  infant,  by  his  guardian  ad  Utefn.  (  Vide 
Oroghan  v.  Livingstany  17  N.  Y.  B,  218.  AUhouse  v.  Badde^  3 
Bosw.  [iT.  r.  S.  a]  B.  410.    Vide  also  anU,  %  120.) 


(CHAPTER  XIV. 

OF  INFAinB   m  VENTRE  8  A  MERE — WHEN  CONSmERED  IN  ESSE  —  WRTT 
DB  VENTRE   INSPICIENDO  —  OF   POST-TESTAMENTART    CHILDREN  —  OF 

n.L£ornMATE  children. 

§  151.  Air  infant  in  verrdre  sa  merSy  is  a  child  in  its  mother's 
womb,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  child  the  civil  law  reputes  an 
infant  in  its  mother's  womb  in  the  same  conQition  as  if  bom. 
{OodcH^.  Orph.  Leg.  102.)  It  is  also  well  settled,  both  in  Eng- 
land and  in  this  country,  that  an  infant  in  ventre  sa  mere  is 
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deemed  to  be.m*^^6,  or  in  beings  for  the  purpose  of  taking  a 
remainder,  or  any  other  estate  or  interest  which  is  for  his  benefit, 
whether  by  descent,  devise,  or  under  the  statute  of  distribution. 
(4  KemCs  Gam.  249^.  Mogg  y.  Mogg,  1  Mervo.  R  655.  Clarhe  v. 
JSlake^  2  Bro.  Ch.  B.  820.  Cooper  v.  Farbee^  IK  68.  Tnmoer  v. 
ButU,  1  iSwn.  <fe  iSi^.  i2. 181.  ^^afo  v.  BeaU,  1  P.  Fm*.  J?.  244. 
Northey  v.  Strang^  Ih.  342.  Burdet  v.  JBopegoody  lb.  486.  i>otf 
V.  (7tor*,  2  JS:  jB/.  ^.  899.  i2ai?  v.  Rale^  Pv.  Ch.  50.  Raxolins 
y.  Rawlins^  2  Ciw?'j?  Clw^,  425.  •  Thellusoti  v.  Woodford^  4  T^.  t^r. 
iff.  227.  iroKw  V.  Ilodeon^  2  4i^.  ff.  IIT.  Mu^gra/oeT.  Parry^ 
2  F^m.  7?.  710.  ^t5*«w  y.  <7tft*<m,  2  i^^^m*  iJ.  223.  Tayfor  v. 
Bydall^  lib.  243.  iTt^w^ y. Terworih^  8  )Si^n*^  i?.  620.  PratCi 
Lessee  y.  Flamer^  5  5iw*r.  cfe  t/oAn.  [Jbfrf.]  R.  10.  Siedfasi  r. 
NiohoUyQ  Johns.  [N.  T.]  Oiaw,  18.  ySW/i  v.  Duffield^  5  /Sfeyy.  cfe 
i?aw?«'^  [P(r.]  ^.  38.  MarsdUs  v.  Thalkinier,  2  Pa^<j'«  [iT.  T.] 
-ff.  85.  Jenkins  v.  Freyer^  4  iJ.  47.  Hone  v.  Fin  Sohaich^  3 
:Barft.  [iT.  F.]  C7A.  ^.  488.  Mcaon  v.  eAwi6«,  2  J?arJ.  [i\r.  r.  .X 
«]  iP.  229,  251.) 

§  152.  By  the  civil  law,  a  child  in  venire  sa  mere  may  be 
appointed  executor,  or  may  take  a  legacy.  If  there  be  two  or  more 
at  the  birth  they  may  be  joint  executors  or  joint  legatees  of  the 
thing  bequeathed.  {OodcHph  Orph.  Leg.  102.)  By  the  civil  law 
of  successions  a  posthumous  child  is  entitled  to  the  «ame  r^hts  as 
those  who  are  bom  in  the  life-time  of  the  decedent,  but  only  on  the 
condition  that  the  child  is  bom  alive  and  under  such  circum- 
stances that  the  law  presumes  they  will  survive.  Children  in 
the  mother's  womb  are  considered,  in  whatever  relates  to  them- 
selves,  as  if  already  bom ;  but  children  born  dead  or  in  such  an 
early  stage  of  pregnancy  as  to  be  incapable  of  living,  although  they 
be  not  actually  dead  at  the  time  of  their  birth,  are  considered  as  if 
they  had  never  been  bora  or  conceived ;  and  this  rule  of  the  .civil 
law  has  been  adopted  in  France.  (CodeWopoleon^  art.  725,  906. 
Vide  D(mat  PreL  B.  tit.  2,  n.  1,  arU.  4,  6,  6 ;  pt.  2,  lib.  2,  tit.  1, 
§  lyarts.  6,  7.)  Domat  says:  "  Still-bom  children  are  not  counted 
in  the  number  of  children  who  succeed.  And  although  they  were 
alive  in  their  mother's  womb  at  the  time  the  successiona  where 
concerned  them  fell,  yet  they  haye  no  share  in  them,  for  they  are 
considered  in  the'same  manner  as  if  they  never  had  been  bom." 
{Domaty  supra.)  Children  bom  within  the  first  six  months  after 
conception  are  considered  by  the  civil  law  as  incapable  of  living ; 
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and,  therefore,  althoagli  they  are  apparently  bom  alive  if  tUey  do 
not  in  fact  survive  so  long  as  to  rebut  the  pi-esumption  of  law,  they 
cannot  inherit  so  as  to. transmit  the  property  to  others^  {Cod9 
Napoleon,  arts.  312,  725,  906.  JDamat  Prd.  B.  tit  2,  §  1;  aH.  5; 
MarseUia  v.  Thalhimer,  2  Paige's  R.  41,  42.) 

§  153.  The  common  law  upon  the  subject  is  similar  to  the  civil 
and  the  French  law.  Thus,  by  the  law  of  England,  a  child  in 
loeidre  aa  mere  may 'be  vouched ;  is  capable  of  taking ;  the  mother 
may  detain  charters  in  its  behalf;  a  bill  may  be  brought  in  ltd 
behalf;  a  court  of  equity  will  grant  an  injunction  in  its  favor  to  stay 
waste;  and  the  destruction  of  such  a  child  is  murder.'  {Muegtc^e 
V.  Parry,  2  Vem.  B.  710.  Bitig.on'^Inf.  104.)  So  it  is  admitted 
in  all  the  books,  that  a  devise  to  an  infant  when  he  shall  be  bom, 
and  that  the  freehold  shall  descend  to  the  heir  in  tiia  mean  time  is, 
good  as  an  executory  devise ;  and  whatever  doubts  were  formerly 
e^tertained  on  the  subject,  it  seems  now  to  be  agreed  that  a  devise 
to  an  infant  in  ventre  sa  mere  is  good,  though  he  be  bom  after  the 
testatop-'s  death,  and  he  will  take  by  way  of  executory  devise.  So 
also  it  is  clear  that  if  land  be  devised  for  life,  the  remainder  to  a 
posthumous  child,  this  is  a  good  contingent  remainder,  because 
there  is  a  person  in  being  to  take  the  particular  estate,  and  if  the 
contingent  remainder  vests  during  the  continuance  of  the  particular 
estate,  eo  inatanti  that  it  determines,  it  is  sufficient.  {Bing.  on, 
Inf.  105.  Snow  v.  CuUer,  1  Sid.  R.  153.  Reeves  v.  Zofi^j  1  Salk. 
R.  228.)  But  it  was  formerly  held  that  a  man  could  not  surrender 
copyhold  lands  immediately  to  the  use  of  an  lafiBHit  in  venire  ea 
mere,  though  he  might  by  way  of  remainder;  for  a  surrender  is 
a  thing  executory,  and  nothing  vests  before  admittance;  and, 
therefore,  if  there  were  a  person  to  take  at  the  time  of  admittance 
it  was  sufficient,  and  not  like  a  grant  at  common  law,  which,  put- 
ting the  estate  out  of  the  grantor,  must  be  void  if  there  be  nobody 
to  take.     {Bing.  on  Inf.  105.) 

A  po3thnrnou?  child  is  within  a  provision  in  marriage  articles 
for  such  c1iildi*en  of  the  marriage  as  should  be  living  at  the  death 
of  the  father  or  mother,  and  will  take  under  the  statute  of  distribu-* 
tions.  {Miller  v.  Tamer,  1  Vea^  R.  85.  Burnet  v.  J\fann,  Ih.  156.) 
So  an  infant  in  ventre  sa  mere  is  within  a  devise  to  "  all  and  every 
the  children  of  J.  C.  at  twentyM)ne."  {Cosgrove  v.  Cosgrove,  1  Br. 
Ch.  Ca.  530.  But  vide  Uughes  v.  Hughes,  3  ih.  352.)  So  also  an 
infant  in  venire  sa  mere,  who,  by  the  order  and  course  of  nature,  la 
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Umnffj  comoB  clearly  within  the  description  of  a  child  living  at  the 
time  of  its  father's  decease.  {Doe  v.  Clarke^  2  IT.  Black.  R.  399.) 
But  if  a  man  seised  of  land  in  fee  die,  his  wife  privement  encieniej 
(privily  pregnant)  with  a  son,  and  a  stranger  abate  and  die  seised, 
and  afterward  the  son  is  bom,  his  entry  is  tolled  by  the  descent, 
becaose  at  the  time  of  the  descent  he  had  no  right  to  enter,  not 
being  in  esse^  and  by  consequence  had  no  wrong  then  done  him, 
and  the  lord  had  none  but  the  heir  to  avow  upon  at  the  time  of  the 
descent.    {Co.  ZiM.  245  J.) 

Where  the  birth  of  a  posthumous  child  divests  an  estate  which 
has  descended  on  an  heir  at  law,  and  such  child  takes  by  descent, 
the  intermediate  heir  retains  the  profits  which  accrue  during  the 
interval.  {Baseett  v.  Bassettj  3  Atk.  R.  202.  GoodtiUe  v.  J^eto- 
imn,  3  Wile.  R.  526.) 

By  the  strict  rule  of  the  common  law,  if  a  person  were  tenant  for 
life,  remainder  to  his  oldest  son  in  tail,  and  died  without  issue  bom, 
but  leaving  his  wife  enciente^  and  after  his  death  a  posthumous  son 
was  born,  this  son  could  not  take  the  laud  by  virtue  of  this  remain- 
der, for  the  reason  that  the  particular  estate  determined  before 
there  was  any  person  in  esae^  in  whom  the  remainder  could  rest. 
But  to  remedy  this  hardship,  it  has  been  enacted  by  the  British 
parliament,  that  posthumous  children  shall  be  capable  of  taking  in 
remainder,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  bom  in  their 
father's  life-time,"  that  is,  the  remainder  is  allowed  to  vest  in  them, 
while  yet  in  their  mother's  womb,  and  they  are  entitled  to  the 
intermediate  profits  fipom  the  death  of  the  parent.  (10  and  11 
WiU.  Ill,  cA.  16.) 

§  154.  It  seems  that  in  England,  in  imitation  of  the  civil  law,  a 
child  in  ventre  sa  merey  may  be  appointed  executor,  and  if  the 
mother  bring  forth  two  or  three  children  at  that  one  birth,  they 
are  all  to  be  admitted  executors.    {McPheraon  on  Inf.  566.) 

An  infant  in  ventre  sa  mere^  is  regarded  as  a  life  in  being  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  alienation  of  property,  and  any  limita- 
tion may  be  made  by  way  of  executory  devise,  etc.,  provided  the 
same  is  to  take  effect  within  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  including 
among  those  lives,  children  then  in  ventre  m  m^ere^  and  twenty-one 
years  beyond  the  death  of  such  life  or  lives  and  the  time  of  gesta- 
tion, so  as  to  allow  for  the  birth  of  a  child  in  ventre  sa  mere^  that 
is  to  say,  the  time  of  gestation  may.be  taken  both  at  the  bc^innin 
and  at  the  end.    {ThMuaon  v.  Woodford,  11  Yea,  R.  149.) 
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The  father  may  appoint  a  guardian  under  the  English  statute, 
for  an  infant  in  venire  sa  viere,  but  the  spiritual  courts  cannot 
appoint  one  in  such  a  case.  (12  Oar.  II,  ch.  24,  §  8.  Thdluson  y« 
Woodford^  4  Ves.  H.  322.)  "  If  the  daughter,  the  son  being  in 
ventre  sa  fnere^  be  forejudged,  it  shall  bind  the  son  that  is  born 
afterward,  because  he  had  no  right  at  the  time  of  the  forejudg- 
inent."  {Oa.  Litt.  100  h.)  In  accordance  with  this  principle,  the 
courts  of  equity  held  that,  if  a  decree  is  made  in  a  cause,  and  then 
an  infant  is  born,  who  if  bom  before  the  decree  would  have  been 
a  necessary  party  to  the  suit,  and  would  have  had  a  day  given  to 
show  cause  against  a  decree,  such  an  infant  shall  be  bound  by  the 
decree.  If  an  infant  is  born  during  tlie  progress  of  a  cause,  he  is 
bound  by  all  the  proceedings  up  to  Uie  time  of  his  birth.  {MoPher' 
9on  on  Inf.  567.) 

§  155.  There  is  an  ancient  proceeding  at  common  law  where  a 
widow  is  suspected  to  feign  herself  with  child  in  order  to  produce 
a  suppositious  heir  to  the  estate.  In  this  case  the  heir  presumptive 
may  have  a  writ  de  venire  inspicielfido —  "  of  examining  the  abdo- 
men," to  examine,  by  a  jury  of  matrons,  whether  she  be  with  child  or 
not ;  and  if  the  jury  find  her  with  child,  then  she  is  to  be  removed 
by  a  second  writ,  issuing  out  of  the  court  where  the  first  is  returnable, 
to  a  castle,  where  the  sherifi^  is  to  keep  her  safely  till  delivered ; 
but  if  the  widow  be,  upon  due  examination,  found  not  pregnant, 
the  presumptive  heir  will  be  admitted  to  the  inheritance,  though 
liable  to  lose  it  again  on  the  birth  of  a  child  in  due  time.  This 
writ  is  of  common  right,  and  it  may  be  hjid  by  a  person  who  is 
entitled  only  to  an  estate  tail,  or  by  a  devisee.  A  proceeding 
analc^ous  to  this  writ  has  been  decreed  upon  a  bill  in  equity,  where  a 
sum  of  money  was  devised  to  a  charity  on  the  death  of  a  certain 
person  without  issue,  that  person  dying  and  leaving  a  widow  of  ill 
fame,  who  pretended  to  be  with  child.  {Attorney-Genial  v.  La 
Hoche,  cited  2  P.  Wms.  H.  591.)  The  writ  de  ventre  inspidmdo 
has  been  granted  against  a  woman  whose  husband  was  alive,  but 
had  been  near  ten  years  abroad,  on  the  application  of  a  devisee, 
there  being  a  limitation  in  the  will  that  if  she  had  a  male  child 
within  forty  weeks  after  the  decease  of  the  testator,  with  whom  she 
had  an  illicit  connection,  it  should  take  previous  to  the  devisee. 
{Ee  parte  WalXop^  4  Bro.  G.  G.  90.)  But  an  heir  presumptive  can- 
not liave  the  writ  in  the  life-time  of  his  ancestor,  because  he  is  not 
verus  fuieree — a  true  heir;  and  on  accoimt  of  the  hardship  of 
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separating  husband  and  wife.  If,  however,  the  wife  marries  again 
Boon  after  the  death  of  her  first  husband,  and  feigns  herself  with 
child  by  him,  the  heir  may  have  this  writ ;  for  the  taking  of  the 
secoiid  hnsband  being  her  own  act,  cannot  bar  the  heir  of  his  rights 
once  vested  in  him ;  and  therefore  neither  she  nor  her  hnsband  can 
complain  of  any  hardship  in  the  separation.  {Co.  ZiU.  8  }.  Turdey 
V.  Fitzhardinge,  6  Ves.  H.  260.    McPherson  on  Inf.  568.) 

§  155.  The  severity  of  the  proceedings  on  the  writs  de  ventre 
inspiciendOy  has  been  greatly  relaxed  in  cases  where  the  widow  has 
married  again.  Instead  of  ordering  the  woman  into  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff,  to  be  kept  by  him  till  delivered  of  the  child,  as  the 
practice  is  if  the  party  is  a  widow,  the  court  will  permit  the  wife 
to  remain  with  her  husband,  on  his  entering  into  a  recognizance 
that  she  shall  not  remove  from  the  house  they  inhabit.  That  some 
of  the  women  retained  by  the  sheriff  shall  see  her  every  day,  and 
that  three  or  more  of  them  shall  bo  present  at  her  delivery,  and 
care  has  been  taken,  in  more  modem  cases,  to  '^  accommodate  the 
teems  of  the  order  of  humanity,"  as  far  as  can  prudently  be  done. 
(  Vide  Tkeaker^s  caae^  Oro.  Joe.  685.  JSo  parte  BeHitt^  1  Cox^a  R. 
297,  300.    McPh&reon  on  Inf.  569.) 

In  one  case,  a  widow  being  admitted  to  be  with  child,  the  court 
fixed  on  a  place  agreeable  to  both  parties,  where  she  should  be 
placed  and  remain  until  delivered,  and  where  the  heir  might,  from 
time  to  time,  at  proper  seasons,  and  on  notice,  send  women  to  see 
her,  and  to  be  present  when  the  child  was  bpm.  {Ex  parte  Ais- 
cough^  2  P.  Wma.  H.  591.)  And,  in  another  case,  the  order 
was  that  the  writ  should  lie  in  the  office  for  a  certain  time,  and  if, 
within  that  time,  the  woman  chose  to  submit  to  an  examination 
by  two  mid  wives,-  to  be  named  by  the  petitioner,  then  the  writ  not 
to  go  till  further  orders,  otherwise  the  writ  to  issue.  {£a  part€ 
WaUop,  3  Bro.  G.  B.  99.) 

§  156.  The  common  law  doctrine  of  infants  in  ventre  sa  m^re^ 
seems  to  be  recognized,  to  its  fullest  extent,  in  the  United  States, 
although,  in  some  instances,  the  subject  is  regulated  by  statute. 
Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  provided  by  statute  that 
where  a  future  estate  shall  be  limited  to  heirs  or  issue,  or  children, 
posthumous  children  shall  be  entitled  to  take,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  living  at  the  death  of  their  parent.  (1  R.  S.  part  2,  ch.  1,  tit. 
2,  §  30.  1  Stat,  ai  Large^  674.)  And,  again,  that  descendants  and 
relatives  of  an  intestate,  b^otten  before  the  death  of  the  intestate, 


INFANTS  IN  VSNTRS  BA  MERE.  229 

but  bom  thereafter^  shall,  in  al]  cases,  inherit  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  they  had.  been  born  in  the  life-time  of  the  intestate,  and  had 
BorviTed  him«  (1  JR.  8.  part  2,  ch.  2,  Ut,  1,  §  18.  Stat,  at  Large^ 
705.)  By  these  provisions  of  the  statute,  a  child  in  ventre  ea  m^re 
is  considered  m  esse^  for  the  purposes  of  property,  and  it  has.  been 
held  that  the  period  of  gestation,  or  the  time  for  a  posthumous 
child  to  be  bom,  is  not  to  be  taken  into  t}ie  account,  under  the 
statute,  in  determining  the  rights  of  the  child ;  that  infants  in 
ventre  ea  mere  are  placed  on  the  same  footing,  with  respect  to 
property  devised,  and  to  property  coming  by  descent,  as  other 
children  of  the  same  parent  {Mason  v.  Joriee^  2  Barb.  S,  C.  JR. 
248,  251.)  The  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  in 
referring  to  the  statute,  said :  "  Here,  then,  is  a  complete  aonihilsb* 
tion,  in  laWy  of  the  time  that  may  elapse  between  the  death  of  a 
father  and  the  birth  of  a  previously  begotten  child.  The  instant 
such  child  is  bom,  it  is  made  to  stop  back  to  the  end  of  the  father^s 
life,  there  to  take  its  stand  and  become  clothed  with  all  the  rights 
of  property  previously  conferred.  The  time  allowed  for  an  accu- 
mulation to  commence  in  future^  is  the  same  as  is  allowed  for  a 
fature  estate  in  lands  to  vest  in  possession ;  and  when  the  bene* 
ficiary,  under  a  trust  for  such  an  accumulation,  happens  to  be  in 
ventre  ea  were,  at  the  death  of  the  father,  the  same  reason  exists 
why  the  time  that  may  elapse  for  his  birth  should  be  disregarded.^' 
(iJ.  252.) 

§  157.  At  a  very  early  day  it  was  held  by  the  supreme  court 
of  the  State  of  New  Tork  that  when  lands  were  devised  to  a  son 
for  Ufe,  remainder  to  the  male  children  of  his  son,  and  the  son 
died  leaving  a  daughter,  and  his  y7\i<^  privemerU  enceinte,  who  was 
delivered  of  a  son,  the  posthumous  son  took  the  estate  in  remainder, 
by  the  devise,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  been  bom  in  the 
life-time  of  his  father.  {Stedfast-Y,  NicoU,  8  Johns.  Cases,  18.) 
Judge  Badcliff,  in  giving  his  opinion  in  the  case,  said :  ^^  On  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  no  reason  can  be  assigned  why  an  infant 
in  venire  sa  -mere  should  not  be  entitled  to  the  same  rights  as  a 
child  previously  born.  The  civil  law  {Just,  W>.  2  t^t,  13.  Domatj 
h.  2,  tit.  1,  §  -1,  par.  6),  without  discrimination,  confers  on  him  every 
beneficial  interest ;  and  the  common  law  generally  regards  him 
with  the  same  indulgence.  It  entitles  him  to  share  under  the 
statute  of  distributions.  He  might,  at  common  law,  take  by 
descent,  to  tbe  exclusion  of  the  next  heir ;  and  according  to  Lord 
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Coke,  the  estate  was  allowed  to  vest  in  sueh  heir  until  his  birth. 
{Plavod.  376.  3  Co.  61.  Bob.  222.  Dyer^  106.)  In  pnrsuance  of 
the  same  doctrine,  he  might  be  vouched  to  warranty,  and  an  action 
for  detainment  of  chattels  might  be  brought  for  him  as  heir.  In 
a  modern  case  also  (5  Term  JR.  59,  60),  the  marriage  of  a  testator 
subsequent  to  his  will,  and  the  birth  of  a  posthumous  child,  was 
resolved  to  be  a  revocation  of  the  will,  and  such  child  was  allowed 
to  take  as  heir."    {lb.  24.) 

It  has  also  been  held  by  the  court  of  chancery  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  that  an  unborn  child,  after  conception,  is  to  be  consid- 
ered in  essej  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it  to  take  an  estate,  or  for 
any  other  purpose  which  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  child  if  it  should 
afterward  be  bom  alive ;  or,  in  the  language  of  one  case,  ^'  a  child 
in  ventre  ea  mere^  at  the  death  of  flie  testator,  is  considered  in 
esse;  and  if  it  should  afterward  be  bom  alive,  it  would  be  equally 
entitled  with  those  children  who  were  born  in  the  life-time  of  the 
testator."  {Jenkins  v.  FreyeVy  4  Paiges  R.  47.)  Or,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  auother  and  still  later  case,  '^an  unborn  child,  after 
conception,  if  it  is  subsequently  bom  alive,  and  so  far  advanced 
toward  maturity  as  to  be  capable  of  living,  is  considered  as  in  esse 
from  the  time  of  conception,  when  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  child 
that  it  should  be  so  considered."  {Howe  v.  Van  Schaiclc^  3  Barb. 
Ch.  R.  488.) 

It  seems,  however,  that  'fnfants  unborn  are  not  seised  of  real 
estate,  and  hence  courts  cannot  sell  their  interests,  because  such 
interests  do  not  exist :  they  can  sell  only  interests  existing.  But 
if  a  child  should  be  born,  it  will  be  vested  with  the  interest  in  the 
share  substituted  for  real  estate,  and  held  by  its  co-heirs.  {Bowman 
V.  Kelmxin,  27  How.  Pr.  E.  212,  213.) 

It  seems  also  that,  under  the  statutes  of  New  York,  an  actual 
partition  or  sale  under  a  judgment  in  partition,  is  effectual  to  bar 
the  future  contingent  interests  of  persons  not  in  esse^  though  no 
notice  is  published  to  bring  in  unknown  parties,  and  though  such 
future  owners  may  take  as  purchasers  under  a  deed  or  will,  and  not 
as  claimants  under  any  of  the  parties  to  the  action.  And  it  seems 
that,  independent  of  the  statute,  contingent  remaindermen,  or 
persons  to  take  under  an  executory  devise,  who  may  hereafter  come 
into  being,  are  bound  by  the  judgment  as  being  virtually  repre- 
sented by  the  parties  to  the  action  in  whom  the  present  estate  is 
vested.    {Mead  v.  Mitchell^  17  if.  T.  R.  210.) . 
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§  158.  The  question  when  an  unborn  child  is  to  be  considered  aa 
in  es9e  is  well  settled  bj  the  American  decisions  to  be  in  accord- 
ance with  the  civil  law  upon  the  same  subject.  As  it  respects 
third  persons,  or  the  rights  of  others  claiming  through  the  infant 
in  ventre  sa  mere,  if  the  child  is  bom  dead,  or  in  such  ^n  early  stage 
of  pr^nancy  as  to  be  incapable  of  living,  it  is  to  be  considered  as 
if  it  never  had  been  bom  or  conceived.  .  When  the  mother  dies 
before  the  birth  of  the  child,  and  the  latter  is  delivered  by  the 
cesarean  operation,  it  is  considered  in  existence  before  its  births 
for  its  own  benefit  to  take,  the  estate  of  the  mother  by  descent,  but 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  father  to  enable  him  to  hold  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy.  And  children  bom  within  the  first  six  months  after 
conception  are  presumed  to  be  incapable  of  living,  and  therefore 
cannot  take  and  transmit  property  by  descent  unless  they  actually 
survive  long  enough  to  rebut  that  presumption.  A  party  who 
claims  property  through  the  child  is  bound  to  establish  the  fact 
that  it  was  bom  alive ;  and  if  the  child  never  breathed  there  is  no 
l^al  presumption  in  favor  of  the  fact.  {Marsellie  v.  TlwUdmer,  2 
Paig^e  S.  35.)  In  this  regard  the  courts  of  this  country  adopt  the 
rule  which  prevails  in  Great  Britain. 

In  England  there  are  four  requisites  necessary  to  make  a  tenancy 
by  the  curtesy :  marriage,  seisin  of  the  wife,  issue,  and  death  of  the 
wife.  And  in  this  connection  Blackstone  says :  '^  The  issue  must 
be  bom  alive.  Some  have  had  a  no^jion  that  it  must  be  heard  to 
cry  ;  but  this  is  a  mistake.  Crying  indeed  is  the  /?^r(m^^^  evidence 
of  its  being  bom  alive,  but  it  is  not  the  only  evidence.  The  issue 
also  must  be  born  during  the  life  of  the  mother ;  for  if  the  mother 
dies  in  labor  and  the  csesarean  operation  is  performed,  the  husband 
in  this  case  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  because  at  the 
instant  of  the  mother's  death  he  wto  not  clearly  entitled,  as  having 
had  no  issue  bom,  but  the  land  descended  to  the  child  while  he 
was  yet  in  his  mother's  womb,  and  the  estate  being  once  so  vested 
shall  not  afterward  be  taken  from  him."  (2  Black.  Com,  128.) 
This  is  asserted  upon  the  authority  of  a  very  early  case.  One 
Keppes,  of  Northumberland,  took  to  wife  an  inheritrix,  who  was 
great  with  child  by  him,  and  died  in  her  travail,  and  the  issue 
was  ripped  out  of  her  belly  alive ;  and  by  reference  out  of  the 
chancery  to  the  justice  they  resolved  that  he  should  not  be  tenant 
by  the  curtesy,  for  it  ought  to  begin  by  tlie  birth  of  the  issue,  and 
be  consummated  by  the  death  of  the  wife."    {Payne^s  case,  8 
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(Jokers  S.  S4r.)  But  as  regards  the  rights  of  the  child  personally, 
it^is  sufficient  that  it  is  bom  AUve^  and  «ofar  advanced  to  maturity 
as  to  be  capable  of  living. 

§159.  The  rights  of  a  post-testamentary  child,  or  of  a  child 
bom  to  a  testator  after  thcpublicatioh  of  his  will,  depend  generally 
upon  statutory  provision.  Thus,  in  tlie  State  of  Xew  York,  it  is 
provided  that  whenever  a  testator  shall  have  a  child  born  after  the 
making  of  his  will,  either  in  his  life-time  or  after  his  death,  and 
shall  die^  leaving  such  child,  so  aft;er  bom,  unprovided  for  by  any 
settlement,  and  neither  provided  for  noi:  in  any  way  mentioned  in 
hi^  will,  every  such  child  shall  succeed  to  the  same  portion  of  the 
fatiher's  real  and  personal  estate  as  would  have  descended  or  been 
distributed  to  such  child  if  the  father  had  died  intestate,. and  shall 
be  entitled  to  recover  the  same  portion  from  the  devisees  and  lega« 
tees  in  proportion  to  and  out  of  the  parts  devised  and  bequeathed 
to  them  by  such  will.  (2  J?.  /S  part  2,  ch.  6,  tU.  1,  §  49.  2  SUO. 
a^  La/rge^  65.)  Under  this  provision  of  the  statute,  it  is  held  that 
ftll  the  devisees  and  legatees  must  contribute  ratably,  in  proportion 
to  the  value  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  devised  or  bequeatlied 
to  them  respectively,  to  make  up  the  distributive  share  of  the  potjt* 
testamentary  child;  and  that  in  making  such  contribution,  no 
distinction  is  to  be  made  between  specific,  general  and  residuary 
legatees;  but  each  legacy  is  to  abate  ratably,  in  proportion  to 
its  amount  or  value.  And  further,  that  even  a  legacy  given  tx>  the 
widow  of  the  testator  in  lien  of  dower,  must  be  taken  into  the 
acicount  in  estimating  the  amount  which  the  other  legatees  are 
bound  to  contribute  to  make  up  the  share  of  a  post-testamentary 
child  in  the  estate  of  the  father.  But,  as  between  the  widow  and 
such  child,  the  laUer  cannot  take  a  child's  portion  of  the  real  estate 
discharged  of  the  widow's  right  of  dower,  and  also  a  ratable  {m>- 
portion  of  a  legacy  given  by  the  testator  to  the  widow  in  lieu  of 
such  dower.    {MUcheU  v.  Blair^  5  Paige^s  R.  588.) 

§  160*  A  bastard  is  a  child  -conceived  and  bom  out  of  lawful 
wedlock,  or  a  person  bom  without  lawful  parentage.  The  ques- 
tion is  sometimes  settled  by  express  enactment,  and  the  laws  of 
different  c6untries  are  not  uniform  on  the  subject. 

By  the  English  laws,  a  bastard  is  one  that  is  not  only  begotten, 
but  bom  out  of  lawful  matrimony;  The  law  is  not  so  strict  as  to 
require  the  child  to  be  in  all  cases  hegoUen^  but  it  is  an  indispensa* 
blQ  condition  to  make  it  legitimate,  that  it  be  horn  after  lawful 
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iredlock.  (Black.  Cam.  454,  455,)  The  civil  and  jcanon  laws 
differ  from  the  English  law^  in  that  they  do  not  allow  a  ishild  to 
lemain  a  bastard,  if  the  parents  afterward  intermarry  {Inat^  1,  10 ; 
£,  Decoty  I.  4  t,  17  o.  1).  And  this  is  the  rule  in  France,  Holland 
and  Germany. 

By  the  statutes  of  New  York,  a  child  is  deemed  a  bastard  who 
is  begotten  and  bom  out  of  lawful  matrimony ;  or  while  the  huSr 
band  of  its  mother  continued  absent  out  of  the  state,  for  one  whole 
year  previous  to  the  birth  of  the  child,  separate  from  its  motheri 
and  leaving  her  during  that  time  continuing  and  residing  in  the 
state;  or  during  the  separation  of  its  mother  from  her  husband, 
pursuant  to  a  decree  of  any  court  of  competent  authority.  (1  JS.  S. 
paH  1,  ch.  20,  tit.  6,  §  1.    1  Stat,  cat  Large^  595.) 

In  some  others  of  the  American  States,  as  in  Pennsylvania,  Yir- 
ginia  and  North  Carolina,  a  child  born  during  marriage  may  be 
proved  to  be  a  bastard — ^Urst,  by  evidence  of  the  husband's  inability ; 
seoond,  by  proof  of  the  non-access  of  the  husband  to  his  wife ; 
third,  by  proof  that  the  child  was  born  out  of  due  time ;  or,  fourthi 
by  proof  that  the  child  was  bom  during  the  wife's  open  cohabita^ 
tion  with  another  man,  and  such  child  was  considered  illegitimate 
by  the  family.  {Commonwealth  v,  Strieker^  1  Brovme^s  [Pa.]  i?. 
app,  47.  ComTnonweaUh  v .  Wentz^  1  Aahm.  [Pa.]  B.  269.  State^ 
V.  Pdlaway,  3  Hawks'  [IT.  CI]  i?.  623.  Bowles  v.  Hmgham^  2 
Munf.R.4A2,    3^6.689.) 

As  a  general  thing,  it  would  seem  that  the  law  recognizes  a  child 
as  legitimate  begotten  before  but  bom  after  marriage,  on  the  ground 
that  a  man  marrying  a  woman  in  an  advanced  stage  of  pregnancy 
thereby  admits  the  child  afterward  born  to  be  his  own,  and  in 
some  states  this  is  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  legitimacy, 
while  in  others  it  is  not.  But  in  no  case  is  it  regarded  as  conclusive 
that  a  child  begotten  in  lawful  wedlock  is  legitimate.  The  pre- 
sumption  of  law  is  in  favor  of  legitimacy  in  such  cases,  but  as  a 
general  rule,  such  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence. 
(Morris  v.  DavieSy  14  Eng.  C.  L.  B.  534.  Begina  v.  Mansjieldj  41 
ib.  618.    Stegail  v.  StegaU,  2  Brock.  [  C.  S.]  B.  256.) 

In  the  State  of  Vermont,  it  is  provided  by  statute,  that  when  the 
parents  of  an  illegitimate  child  shall  intermarry  after  the  birth  of 
such  child,  it  shall,  if  recognized  by  the  father  as  his  child,  be  con- 
sidered l^itimate,  and  be  capable  of  inheriting.  {B.  S.  1863,  ch. 
56.  §  5.) 
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In  the  Stote  of  Indiana,  the  statute  declares  that  if  a  man  shall 
marry  the  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child,  and  acknowledge  it  as 
his  own,  the  child  shall  be  deemed  legitimate.    (1  R.  S,  1862,  ch 
46,  §  9.) 

And  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  it  is  provided  that  in  any  and 
every  case  where  the  father  and  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  or 
children  shall  enter  into  the  bonds  of  lawful  wedlock  and  cohabit, 
such  child  or  children  shall  thereby  become  legitimate,  and  enjoy 
all  the  rights  and  privileges,  as  if  they  had  been  bom  during  the 
wedlock  of  their  parents.  {Laws  of  1857,^.  507.  Laws  of  1868, 
p,  413.  Purdon^s  Dig,  699.)  It  is  probable  that  similar  provis- 
ions are  contained  in  the  statutes  of  other  states. 

§  161.  Th^ birth  of  a  child  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  if 
within  a  possible  period  of  gestation  commencing  from  a  time 
anterior  to  such  decease,  is  held  to  be  legitimate,  unless  there  are 
circumstances  to  forbid  it ;  and  this  period  has  been  extended  in 
some  instances  to  an  extravagant  extent.  But  now,  by  the  common 
consent  of  mankind,  the  time  of  gestation  is  considered  to  be  ten 
lunar  months,  or  forty  weeks,  equal  to  nine  calendar  months  and  a 
week.  This  period  has  been  adopted  because  general  observation 
has  proved  its  correctness,  though  it  is  not  denied  that  differences 
of  one  or  two  weeks  have  occurred.  Dr.  William  Hunter,  a  dis- 
tinguished Scottish  surgeon  and  accoucheur  of  the  last  century,  in 
answer  to  a  question  put  to  him  on  this  subject,  replied,  that  '^  the 
usual  period  is  nine  calendar  months,  thirty-nine  weeks ;  but  there 
is  very  commonly  a  difference  of  one,  two  or  three  weeks.^'  (1 
Beeh^a  Medical  JuriBprudence^  449,  450.) 

It  is  evident  that  this  period  of  gestation  cannot  be  accurately 
settled,  so  as  to  establish  an  arbitrary  rule  for  every  individual  case, 
on  account  of  the  uncertainty  which  attaches  to  the  different  cir- 
cumstances, which  must  be  taken  into  the  account  in  the  reckoning 
of  almost  every  case.  The  circumstances  are:  first,  certain 
peculiar  sensations  experienced  by  some  females  at  the  time  of  con- 
ception, or  within  a  few  hours  or  a  day,  or  two  or  more  days,  after 
the  fruitful  coitus ;  second,  the  cessation  of  the  catamenia ;  third, 
the  period  of  quickening ;  fourth,  a  single  coitus.  Upon  reviewing 
these  circumstances,  it  is  found  that  a  degree  of  uncertainty 
attaches  to  them  all.  Some  females  are  never  conscious  of  the 
first  circumstance  mentioned,  and  the  last  is  seldom  applicable  to 
a  married  female ;  while  the  period  of  quickening  is  sufficiently 
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vaiying  to  render  it  perfectly  nngatory  in  the  calculation.  The 
cessation  of  the  catamenia,  is  the  point  from  which  most  females 
date  the  period  of  conception ;  but  the  great  variety  that  exist  as 
to  the  return  of  the  period  of  menstruation  in  different  females, 
and  other  things  which  may  be  connected  with  the  matter,  render 
this  circumstance  very  liable  to  doubt  and  to  mistake.  (1  Beckys 
Medical  Jurisprudence^  450,  451.)  But  as  the  law  must  have 
some  criterion  by  which  to  judge  in  these  cases,  the  term  of  ges- 
tation is  fixed  at  ten  lunar  months,  or  forty  weeks. 

To  avoid  any  question  which  might  arise  in  cases  of  second  mar- 
riage by  the  widow  soon  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  it  was  a  rule 
of  the  civil  law  that  she  should  be  prohibited  from  marrying  infra 
annum  Ittctue^  within  the  year  of  mourning,  which,  according  to 
the  ancient  Soman  calendar,  was  ten  months,  and  it  is  said  that  the 
same  rule  was  adopted  by  the  Saxons  and  Danes,  except  that 
the  year  was  twelve  months ;  but  no  such  practice  prevails  at  the 
present,  either  in  this  country  or  in  England. 

§  162.  The  legal  incidents  of  illegitimacy  relate  principally  to 
succession  or  inheritance,  and  as  these  have  no  peculiar  connection 
with  the  subject  of  infancy,  it  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  the  ques- 
tion here.  It  may  be  said  in  passing,  however,  that  a  bastard  is 
held  to  be  nuIUue  jUius^  and  independent  of  express  statute  pro- 
vision, he  cannot  take  real  or  personal  estate  as  the  heir  of  either 
parent,  nor  has  he  even  the  name  of  the  father  or  mother,  but  may 
assume  it  or  anv  other  name,  and  is  known  in  law  only  by  his 
assumed  or  reputed  name.  But  there  are  a  few  features  which 
distinguish  the  bastard  infant  from  legitimate  infants,  which  it  is 
proper  to-  notice.  Thus,  the  guardian  in  socage^  in  the  case  of  a 
bastard  eigne  and  mvlier  puisne^  may  enter  in  behalf  of  the  mvUer^ 
and  such  entry  is  good  to  prevent  a  descent.     {Co,  Litt  246  a.) 

Where  the  law  requires  the  consent  of  parents  or  guardians  to 
the  marriage  of  an  infant,  in  the  case  of  an  illegitimate  infant,  he 
is  allowed  to  nominate  a  guardian  in  court,  and  the  court  appoints 
the  nominee ;  and  the  practice  of  choosing  guardians  in  court  is 
unknown  in  modem  times,  except  in  these  cases.  {McPheraon  on 
Inf.  78.) 

A  putative  father  will  not  be  appointed  guardian  of  his  illegiti- 
mate child,  having  no  property,  unless  he  makes  settlement  upon 
him;  and  he  has  no  absolute  right,  under  any  circumstances,  to 
claim  the  guardianship.    {MoP.  on  Inf.  110.) 
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Neither  father  nor  mother,  nor  both,  nor  any  one  except  a 
guardian  appointed  by  the  court,  can  consent  to  the  marriage  of  ad 
illegitimate  minor ;  and  under  Lord  Hardwicke's  act  in  England, 
marriages  of  such  persons  with  the  concurrence  of  their  parents 
were  frequently  anuUed  on  this  ground,  though  now  consent  is 
dispensed  with  by  the  English  statute,  where  there  is  no  person 
having  authority  to  give  it,  and  the  license  for  the  marriage  of  the 
minor  may  be  grants  upon  oath  made  that  there  is  no  person  who 
can  consent.  {MoP.  on  Inf.  179.)  Illegitimate  children  are  not 
considered  as  relations,  nor  are  they  favored  in  law,  and  as  such 
merely  they  never  come  within  the  rule  which  governs  in  case  o^ 
heirs,  {Perry  v.  Whitehead^  6  Vea,  R,  547.  Lowndes  v.  Lowndes^ 
15  tJ.  301.) 

A  bastard  in  ventre  sa  mere  cannot  take  under  a  bequest  to  all  the 
natural  children  of  a  certain  speci^ed  person,  for  the  reason  that  a 
bastard's  reputation  begins  with  its  birtli.  {Melton  v.  Buke  cf 
Devonshire,  1  P,  Wms.  R.  529.)  A  bastard,  says  Lord  Coke,  can- 
not take  but  after  he  hath  gained  a  name  by  reputation ;  he  can 
have  no  remainder  limited  before  he  be  bom.  {Co,  Litt»  3,  6.) 
But  Sir  W.  Grant  thought  that  if  a  legacy  was  given  to  a  natural 
child,  of  which  a  particular  woman  was  endente,  without  reierenoe 
to  any  person  as  the  father,  there  would  be  no  uncertainty  in  the 
bequest,  and  it  would  probably  be  held  valid.  {Earle  v.  WUeon^  17 
Ves,  B.  528, 532.)  And  in  a  subsequent  case,  where  a  testator  had 
given  an  annuity  for  the  education  of  the  child  of  which  a  certain 
specified  female  was  then  pregnant.  Lord  Eldon  decided  that  the 
bequest  was  good ;  and  that  it  was  possible  to  hold,  consistently 
with  the  doctriue  of  Lord  Ck)ke,  that  if  an  illegitimate  child  in 
ventre  sa  mere  was  described  so  as  to  ascertain  the  objeets 
intended  to  be  pointed  out,  it  might  take  under  that  description. 
{Gordon  v.  Gordon.,  1  Meriv.  R,  141.) 

The  rights  of  an  illegitimate  child,  with  respect  to  inheriting 
property,  and  the  distribution  of  his  own  property,  in  case  of 
intestacy,  are  generally  declared  by  statute,  and  there  is  but  very 
little  that  is  peculiar  to  such  a  child  while  an  infant.  Enough, 
therefore,  perhaps,  has  been  said  upon  this  branch  of  the  subject 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

GUARDIANSIIIP  OF-  INFANTS  —  DIFFKEKNT  XINDB  OF  OUABDIAN8  — 
GUARDIANS,  HOW  CONSTITDTED  OB  APPOINTED  —  POWERS  AND 
DCnSS  OF  GUARDIANS  —  REMEDIES  AGAINST  GUARDIANS  —  JURIS- 
DICTION OF  OOUBTB  OVER  GUARDIANS  —  AOOOUNTS  BY  GUARDIANS, 
AND  THEIR.  OOMFENSATION. 

%  168.  A  GUARDIAN  is  a  person  who  by  law  lias  the  custody  of 
the  person  and  estate  of  an  infant,  and  the  person  who  is  under 
the  care  of  a  guardian  is  called  a  ward.  The  guardian  in  this* 
country  and  in  England,  performs  the  office  both  of  the  tutor  and 
euratcr  of  the  Roman  laws,  the  former  of  which  had  the  charge 
of  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the  minor,  find  the  latter  the 
care  of  his  fortune.  The  office  was  frequently  united  in  the  civil 
law,  as  it  always  is  in  our  law  with  respect  to  minors. 

The  relation  of  guardian  and  ward  bears  a  very  near  resemblance 
to  that  of  parent  and  child,  the  guardian  being  a  temporary  parent, 
continuing  the  relation  during  the  minority  of  the  child. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  guardianship ;  one  by  the  common  law, 
and  the  other  by  statute.    (2  Kenfs  Com.  218.) 

Guardianship  at  common  law  has  fallen  into  comparative  disuse 
in  this  country,  although  many  of  the  principles  which  entered  into 
that  relation,  are  adopted  in  guardianship  by  statute.  It  is  well, 
therefore,  to  consider  briefly  the  different  kinds  of  guardians  known 
to  the  common  law,  as  well  as  those  recognized  by  statute.  There 
were  four  kinds  of  guardians  at  common  law,  viz. :  guardian  in 
chivalry,  gnardian  in  socage,  guardian  by  nature,  and  guardian  by 
nurture. 

§  164.  Gruardianship  in  chivalry  arose  out  of  the  feudal  ipractice 
of  bestowing  land  in  consideration  of  military  service,  and  took 
place  only  when  lands  came  to  an  infant  by  descent,  which  were 
held  by  knight  service.  It  was  natural  that  when  military  service 
was  suspended  on  account  of  the  infancy  of  the  tenant,  the  lord 
should  resume  the  fee  which  had  originally  moved  from  him- 
self, until  the  heir  male  became  capable  of  wearing  heavy  armor 
and  doing  knight  service,  or  the  heir  female  of  having  a  husband 
who  could  perform  the  service  for  her.  The  infant,  on  the  other 
hand,  whose  inheritance  the  lord  enjoyed,  had  an  obvious  claim 
upon  him  for  education  and  protection,  and  he  was  interested  in 
training  up  his  male  vassals  to  arms,  and  in  preventing  his  female 
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tenants  xrom  marrying  his  enemies.  A  system  of  gnardiansfaip 
based  upon  these  principles,  existed  among  the  Normans,  and  was 
introduced  into  England  after  the  conquest,  {Cokeys  Copyholder^ 
§  22.    McPheraon  on  Inf.  2.) 

When,  upon  the  death  of  one  holding  by  knight's  service  of  a 
single  lord,  his  or  her  land  descended  to  an  unmarried  male  lieir 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  the  lord  was  entitled  to  the  custody 
of  the  heir's  person,  and  also  of  the  land,  until  he  arrived  at 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  when  the  law  supposed  him  to  be  fit  for  the 
^services  of  chivalry. 

The  guardian  might  present  to  churches,  bar  the  marriage  of 
women,  and  take  to  his  own  use  all  other  profits  and  incidents 
which  belonged  to  the  minor  and  his  estates,  but  could  make  no 
alienation  of  the  inheritance.  He  was  obliged  to  maintain  the 
infant,  and  was  expected  to  gee  that  he  was  "in  his  young  yeais 
taught  the  deeds  of  chivalry  and  other  virtuous  and  worthy 
sciences."  Moreover,  as  he  had  all  the  emoluments  of  the  heir,  he 
was  to  act  in  all  the  concerns  of  the  latter,  and  to  prosecute  all  suits 
for  the  recovery  of  his  rights.  Finally,  it  was  his  duty  to  restore  the 
inheritance  in  good  condition,  and  also  freed  from  the  debts  of  the 
ancestor,  in  proportion  to  the  duration  of  the  custody  and  the  value 
of  the  estate.    {McPherson  on  Inf.  2,  3,  amd  avthoriUes  cited.) 

The  lord's  interest  in  controlling  the  marriage  of  hia  female  wards 
led  to  his  exacting  a  price  for  his  consent,  and  at  length  it  became 
customary  to  sell  the  marriage  of  wards  of  both  sexes.  (2  Black, 
Com.  70.) 

If  the  king  conferred  knighthood  upon  an  infant  ward  in 
chivalry,  which  might  be  as  soon  as  he  was  baptized,  this  amounted 
to  a  judgment  that  he  was  able  to  do  knight's  service,  and  his 
body  was  immediately  out  of  ward,  but  his  land  remained  in  ward 
till  he  reached  twenty-one.  {Sir  Drue  Druri^%  case^  6  Cohin  R.  74.) 

When  tlie  male  heir  arrived  to  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  the  heir 
female  to  that  of  sixteen,  they  might  sue  out  their  livery  or  ouster- 
lemain^  that  is  the  delivery  of  their  lands  out  of  their  guardian's 
hands.  For  this  they  were  obliged  to  pay  a  fine,  namely,  half  a 
year's  profits  of  the  land,  though  Blackstone  says  this  was  expressly 
contrary  to  magna  charta.    (2  Black.  Com.  68.) 

When  the  heir  thus  came  of  full  age,  provided  he  held  a  knight's 
fee  in  capita  under  the  ctown,  he  was  to  receive  the  order  of 
knighthood,  and  might  be  compelled  to  take  it  upon  him,  or  else 
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pay  a  fine  to  the  king.  For  in  those  heroical  times  no  person  was 
qualified  for  deeds  of  arms  and  chivalry  who  had  not  received  this 
order,  which  was  conferred  with  much  preparation  and  solemnity. 
(2  Black.  Com.  69.) 

Gnardianship  in  chivalry  might  be  forfeited  by  disparagement, 
^yaste,  alienation,  outlawry  or  attainder.  There  were  various  and 
peculiar  qualities,  fruits  and  consequences  of  tenure  by  knight's 
service,  and  many  interesting  incidents  connected  with  this  species  of 
guardianship ;  but  as  the  military  part  of  the  feudal  constitution 
of  England  has  been  done  away  by  statute,  and  as  guardianship  in, 
chivalry  was  never  known  in  the  United  States,  nothing  further 
need  be  said  upon  the  subject. 

"§  165.  Guardianship  in  socage  arises  only  when  the  infant  has 
land  by  descent,  and  is  very  different  from  guardianship  as  an 
incident  to  knight  service.  {Quadring  v.  DownSy  2  Mod.  R.  176.) 
It  takes  place  when  socage  lands  descend  to  the  infant  while  under 
fourteen  years  of  age,  and  ceases  when  the  infant  arrives  at  the 
age  of  fourteen  years,  unless  no  other  guardian  is  appointed  for  him. 
The  age  of  the  tenant  was  originally  fixed  at  fifteen^  with  reference 
to  Lis  fitness  for  agricultural  employment,  but  fourteen  has  for  many 
centuries  been  regarded  as  his  fall  age.  {McPJieraon  on  Inf.  19.) 
The  guardian  in  socage  is  only  appointed  in  the  case  of  a  legal 
estate,  for  otherwise  diflSculty  might  arise  with  respect  to  the  obli- 
gations incident  to  the  tenure.  (  Vide  Hexv.  Toddingion^  1  Barn- 
well  <jB  Alder9on^8  B.  660.) 

The  guardian  in  socage  is  guardian  of  the  person  of  the  ward  as 
well  as  of  his  estate,  and  he  cannot  assign  his  guardianship.  The 
guardian  must  be  a  person  to  whom  the  inheritsCnce  by  no  possi- 
bility can  descend ;  as,  when  the  estate  descended  from  the  father, 
in  this  ease  his  uncle  by  the  mother's  side  cannot  possibly  inherit 
the  estate,  and  therefore  he  would  be  the  guardian.  For  the  law 
recognized  in  such  cases  judges  it  improper  to  trust  the  person  of 
an  infant  in  his  hands,  who  may  by  possibility  become  heir  to  him, 
that  Aere  may  be  no  temptation,  nor  even  suspicion  of  temptation, 
for  him  to  abuse  his  trust.    (1  Black.  Cmn.  461.) 

Lord^  Chancellor  Macclesfield  vehemently  condemned  the  rule 
that  the  next  of  kin,  to  whom  the  land  cannot  descend,  is  to  be 
the  guardian  in  socage,  and  declared  that  ^Mt  is  not  grounded 
upon  reason,  but  prevailed  in  barbarous  times,  before  the  nation 
civilized."    {Dormer's  case,  2  P.  Wms.  B.  262.) 
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If  the  infant  has  lands  by  descent  both  ex  parte  patema  and  ex 
parte  maiema^  then  the  next  of  kin  on  each  side  will  respectively 
be  guardians  by  socage  of  these  lands ;  and  of  these  two  claimants, 
the  first  occupant  will  retain  the  custody  of  the  infant's  person. 
(1  Mhtek.  Com.  462,  note  6.) 

At  the  age  of  fonrtf^n,  the  ward  may  oust  the  guardian  and  call 
him  to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  ^tate,  for  at  that 
age  the  law  supposes  him  capable  of  choosing  a  guardian  for 
himself. 

Marriage,  or  the  valor  marUoffUy  was  never  in  socage  tenure  an  j 
perquisite  or  advantage  to  the  guardian,  but  rather  the  reverse. 
In  this,  and  in  many  other  respects,  the  socage  tenures  had  inueh 
\he  advantage  over  the  military  ones. 

If  the;  guardian  in  socage  dies  before  the  ward  has  completed  his 
foui*teenth  year,  the  wardship  does  not  go  to  the  execntors,  like 
wardship  in. chivalry,  because  it  only  exists  for  the  benefit  of  the 
heir ;  but  it  devolves  upon  the  next  friend  to  whom  the  inheritance 
Qannot  descend.  And  the  same  is  the  rule  when  the  guardian 
becomes  incapable.  {McPher&on  on  Inf,  25.)  .  The  guardian  in 
socage  must  take  possession  of  tlu3  person  of  the  heir,  and  of  the 
lands  and  tenements  which  he  had  by  descent,  to  keep  the  rents 
and  profits  for  the  heir  until  the  latter  reaches  the  age  of  fourteen, 
to  keep  his  evidence  of  title  safely,  and  to  bring  him  up  well. 

'Guardianship  in  socage  is  a  trust  reposed  in  the  next  friend  by 
the  law,  and  it  has  been  said  that  the  office  cannot  be  refused. 

The  guardian  in  socage  has  an  actual  estate  and  interest  in  the 
land,  though .  not  to  his  own  use.  He  has  a  right,  therefore,  to 
elect  whether  he  will  let  the  estate  or  occupy  it  for  the  benefit  of 
the  ward ;  and  unless  he  lets  it,  the  law  which  imposes  the  duty 
of  a  guardia^n  upon  him,  will  necessarily  protect  him  in  the  per* 
sonal  occupation  and  superintendence  of  it.  The  law  considers 
a  guardian  in  socage  aa  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  ward's 
property,  and  incapable  of  being  removed  from  it  by  any  person. 
{MaPherson  on  Inf,  28.)  He  may  in  his  own  name  bring  trespass 
or  ejectment,  distrain  for  damage-feasant,  or  make  a  lease  for  years, 
until  the  heir  attains  the  age  of  fourteen ;  and  he  may  avow  in  his 
own  name  and  right  for  rent  upon  a  lease.    {McP.  on  Inf.  85.) 

It  is  laid  down  that  a  guardian  in  socage  can  make  partition,  and 
that  this  will  bind  the  infant  if  it  be  equal ;  and,  also,  that  if  a 
tenant  in  socage  mortgages  his  land,  the  guardian  in  socage  of  the 
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lieir  may  tender  the  mortgage  money  in  the  ward's  name,  even 
without  his  consent.  He  may  justify  the  occupation  and  govern- 
ance of  the  land  and  likewise  of  the  body,  against  the  heir  himself. 
(J/i?P.  an  Inf.  37.) 

The  guardian  must  be  charged  upon  his  account  as  ffttardian 
and  not  as  receiver,  and  is  entitled  to  an  allowance  of  his  reason- 
able costs  and  expenses  in  all  things.  If  he  receives  the  rents  and 
profit  of  the  land,  and  is  robbed  of  them  without  his  own  default 
or  negligence,  he  will  be  discharged  of  them  npon  his  account,  and 
not  be  required  to  sustain  the  loss  personally. 

When  a  woman,  guardian  in  socage,  marries,  the  account  lies 
against  her  and  her  husband  for  the  profits  taken  before  the  cover- 
ture, and  against  the  husband  alone  for  those  taken  during  coverture. 
{McP.  on  Inf.  39,  and  authorities  cited.) 

Neither  an  infant,  an  idiot,  or  a  deaf-mute,  can  be  guardian  in 
socage.  But  if  an  individual  be  guardian  in  socage  of  an  infant 
under  fourteen  years,  the  rule  is  that  he  must  be  guardian  in  socage 
of  another  infant  of  whom  the  first  infant  ought  to  be  guardian. 
{Co.  IdU.  88  h.y 

There  are  many  other  suggestions  which  might  be  made  with 
respect .  to  guardianship  in  socage,  but  perhaps  enough  has  been 
said,  from  the  fact  that  this  species  of  guardianship  has  become 
nearly  or  quite  obsolete  in  this  country,  and  therefore  no  particular 
interest  is  felt  in  the  subject  Xhis  description  of  guardianship  wns 
never  very  common  in  the  United  States,,  and  in  those  states  where 
it  was  ever  adopted  it  has  now  fallen  into  disuse.  It  is  difficult  to 
conceive  how  this  species  of  guardianship  can  exist  in  this  country, 
for  the  reason  that  none  can  be  guardian  except  the  next  of  kin, 
who  cannot  possibly  inherit  the  estate,  and  such  an  instance  can 
hardly  occur  under  the  laws  of  inheritance  prevailing  in  the  United 
States.  (2 Kenffe  Com. 223.  Ftrfe also  Combs  v.  Jackson ^2  Wend, 
li.  153.)  In  some  instances,  however,  the  rights,  forms  and  duties 
of  a  guardian  in  socage,  are  conferred  and  imposed  upon  a  species 
of  guardian  created  by  statute.  (  Vide  Fonda  v.  Va/n  Ilome^  15 
\yend.  R.  631.) 

§  166.  Guardianship  by  nature  extends  only  to  the  person,  and 
the  subject  of  it  only  the  heir  apparent,  and  not  the  other  chil- 
dren. Under  the  old  law,  a  guardian  by  nature  was  entitled  to 
the  custody  of  his  ward^s  person,  up  to  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and 
could  B^U  the  marriage  of  his  ward  for  his  own  benefit ;  but  he 
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could  not  assign  the  custody  and  marridge^  that  is  the  right  of 
marrying  the  ward,  for  this  right  was  inseparable  from  the  person 
of  the  guardian ;  nor  could  he,  like  the  lord  in  chivalry,  compel 
the  ward  to  marry  by  exacting  penalties  for  refusal.  The  wardship, 
therefore,  was  not  a  chattel  in  the  guardian,  and  it  was  not  forfeited 
by  his  outlawry,  nor  transmissible  to  his  executors.  ( Vide  EngU- 
field^8  casBy  1  Cokeys  H.  13  J.  Calvin^a  case,  Bro,  Ga/rde,  6.) 
The  guardian  by  nature  is  the  father,  and  in  case  of  the  decease  of 
the  father,  then  the  mother,  and  on  her  death  the  next  of  kin. 
{Co,  Liu.  88*  Jackson  v.  Combs,  1  Cow.  R.  36.  Comhs  v.  Jack- 
son, 2  Wend.  H.  153.  Eldridge  v.  lAppincoU,  Cox^s  [iT.  J.'\  i?. 
897.  Fidd  v.  Law,  2  Booths  li.  320.  May  v.  Colder,  2  Mass.  R. 
65.  Futo  V.  Brown,  4  Mass  R.  675.  Smith  v.  WiUiamson,  1 
Ilarr.  A  Johns.  \_Md.']  R.  147.  Corners  case,  2  Bland^s  Ch,  R. 
488.)  The  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  is  its  natural  guardian. 
{People  V.  Landt,  2  Johns.  R.  375.  Somerset  v.  LHghtons  12  Mass. 
R.  383.  Wright  v.  Wright,  2  ih.  109.  BaUon  v.  State,  6  Black. 
[Ind.]  R.  357.    Fb  parte  Knee,  4:  Bos.  <&  Fid.  R.  149.) 

Guardianship  by  nature  is  quite  different  from  the  parental 
power.  The  first  is  instituted  in  favor  of  the  infant,  and  is  regarded 
as  a  burden,  while  the  latter  is  a  right,  and  is  in  favor  of  the  father 
and  motlier.  A  guardian  by  nature  has  no  control  over  the  real 
or  personal  estate  of  his  infant  children.  {Gomhs  v.  Jackson,  supra. 
Hyde  V.  Stone,  7  Wend.  R.  354.  Fonda  v.  Van  Borne,  15  iS. 
631.  Gerret  v.  Talmadge,  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  3.  lb.  561.  Kline  v. 
Beebe,  6  Conn.  R.  444.  Miles  v.  Kaigler,  10  Yerg.  [^TennJ\  R. 
10.)  In  a  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  .the  State  of  New  York,  it 
was  held,  that  if  a  father,  during  the  infancy  of  his  child,  sells 
chattel  property  belonging  to  the  child,  with  the  assent  of  the 
child,  and  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  replaced  by  other  property, 
and  the  father  purchases  other  property  and  gives  it  to  the  child, 
but  it  remains  in  the  possession  of  the  father ;  as  between  the  child 
and  the  creditors  of  the  father,  such  substituted  property  does  not 
become  the  property  of  the  child,  and  is  the  property  of  the  father, 
and  subject  to  a  levy  under  an  execution  against  him.  {Fonda  v. 
Van  Some,  supra.)  This  shows  how  rigidly  the  rule  is  adhered 
to,  tliat  a  guardian  by  nature  has  no  control  over  the  property,  real 
or  personal,  of  the  child.  Neither  has  such  guardian  any  right,  as 
guardian  by  nature,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  infantas 
lands.    {Jackson  v.  Combs,  sv/pra.     Comhs  v.  Jackson,  supra.)    Nor 
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has  L'e  power  to  lease  the  lands  of  the  infant,  nor  to  receive  a  legacy 
due  him.  {May  v.  Calder^  2  Mass.  E.  55.  Miles  v.  Boy  den,  3  J^ick. 
jR.  213.  Gerret  v.  Talmadge,  supra.  Anderson  v.  Darby y  1  Nott. 
cfe  McC(yrd:s  \S.  (7.]  J?.  369.  Ross  v.  6W&,  9  F^jr.  R.  463. 
JJayfey  v.  Talferry,  1  P.  TFi/w.  ^.  285.) 

The  power  of  the  guardian  over  the  person  of  the  child  ceases  at 
twenty-one,  and  in  some  of  the  states  at  eighteen  over  females ; 
and  chancery  will  deprive  him  of  his  authority  at  any  time,  if  his 
character  render  him  unsuitable.  {Wille^y  v.  WiUesby,  1  Dow. 
jar.  S.  152.  2  Blighy  J^T.  8. 124.  Wille^  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort,  2 
Russ.  R.  1,  20,  21.) 

It  has  been  held  that  fixed  habits  of  intemperance  furnish  suffi- 
cient cause  for  the  removal  of  a  guardian  by  nature.  Such  a 
person  is  himself  a  proper  subject  of  guardianship,  and  of  course 
is  not  fit  to  have  the  control  of  the  persons  of  others.  (  Vide  Ket- 
tletas  V.  Gardner^  1  Paige^s  R.  488.  Cowles  v.  Cowles,  3  Gilm.  R. 
435.  DeMannvilU  v.  DeMannvUle^  10  Ves.  Jr.  52.  Whitfdd  v. 
HaUs,  12  ib.  492.  Ex  parte  Mounffard,  15  ib.  445.  2  Story  Eq. 
Jur.  %  341.  Duke  of  BeaufoH  v.  Berty,  1  P.  Wms.  R.  703. 
Shelly  V.  Westhrooky  Jacobus  R.  266.  Lyon^  v.  Blenkin,  Ib.  245. 
Roach  Y.'Gowany  1  Dick.  R.  88.  Lard  Shipbrook  v.  Lord  HinGh- 
inhrooky  2  tb.  547.  Oren^e  v.  Hunter,  2  Cox's  R.  242.  Ball  v.  JBotB, 
2  Simons'  R.  35.) 

In  regard  to  this  interference  of  the  court  with  ordinary  rights 
of  parents,  as  guardians  by  nature  of  their  chifdren.  Judge  Story 
says :  "  Although  in  general  parents  are  intrusted  with  the  custody 
of  the  persons  and  the  education  of  their  children,  yet  this  is  dono 
upon  the  natural  presumption  that  the  children  will  be  properly 
taken  care  of,  and  will  be  brought  up  with  a  due  education  in 
literature,  and  morals,  and  religion,  and  that  they  will  be  treated 
with  kindness  and  afiection.  But  whenever  this  presumption  is 
removed ;  whenever  (for  example)  it  is  found  that  a  father  is  guilty 
of  gr<»8  ill  treatment  or  cruelty  toward  his  infant  children,  or  that 
he  is  in  constant  habits  of  drxinkenness  and  blaspheniy,  or  low  and 
gross  debauchery,  or  that  he  possesses  atheistical  or  irreligious  prin- 
ciples, or  that  his  domestic  associations  are  such  as  tend  to  the 
corruption  and  contamination  of  his  children,  or  that  he  otherwise 
acts  in  a  manner  injurious  to  the  morals  or  interests  of  his  children ; 
in  every  such  case  the  court  of  chancery  will  interfere  and  deprive 
him  of  the  custody  of  his  children,  and  appoint  a  suitable  person 
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to  act  as  guardian,  and  to  take  care  of  them,  and  to  eaperinlend 
their  education."    (2  Story  Eq.  Jut.  §  1341.) 

Mr.  McPherson,  in  his  excellent  treatise,  gives  an  account  of  the 
ancient  technical  office  of  guardian  by  nature,  and  states  certain 
reasons  for  thinking  that  the  office  ceased  to  exist  when  values  of 
marriage  were  abolished  by  the  English  statute ;  and,  after  refer- 
ring to  numerous  cases,  says :  "  It  seems  plain,  therefore,  upon  tho 
authorities,  that  the  guardianship  by  nature,  of  which  a  descrip* 
tion  has  been  given,  was  an  office  of  a  technical  and  arbitrary 
character,  derived  entirely  from  the  interest  of  the  ancestor  in  dis- 
posing of  his  heir  in  marriage,  ahd,  as  appears  from  its  lasting 
till  twenty-one  (when  other  guardians  determined  at  fourteen), 
closely  connected  with  tenure  by  knight's  service.  It  might  have 
been  expected  that  this  office  would  have  ceased  to  exist  when  all 
*  valiies  and  forfeitures  of  marriage  by  reason  of  any  tenure  of  the 
kings's  majesty,  or  of  any  other  by  knight's  service,'  were  takca 
away,  and  when  the  practice  of  selling  children  in  marriage  fell 
into  general  disuse.  As  to  collateral  relations,  this  seems  to  be 
admitted ;  but  a  question  may,  perhaps,  be  raised  in  behalf  of  the 
father,  though  it  seems  difficult  to  distinguish  tho  cases  on  prin- 
ciple."   {McPherson  on  Inf.  58.) 

On  the  contrary,  Mr.  Hargrave,  an  author  much  quoted,  con- 
siders this  guardianship  by  nature  to  be  still  in  full  force,  and 
strictly  confines  it  to  the  heir  apparent ;  and  he  says  that  in  modem 
books :  "  When  guardianship  by  nature  is  extended  to  children  in 
general,  or  to  any  besides  such  as  are  heirs  apparent,  it  is  not  con- 
formable to  tlie  legal  sense  of  the  term  amongst  us,  but  must  be 
understood  to  have  leference  to  some  rule  independent  of  the  com- 
mon law.  Thus,  when  in  chancery  the  father  and  tnother  are 
styled  the  natural  guardians  of  all  their  children  bom  in  marriage, 
or  of  any  of  their  illegitimate  issue,  we  should  suppose  those  who 
express  themselves  so,  generally  to  refer  to  that  sort  of  guardian- 
ship which  the  order  and  course  of  nature,  so  far  as  we  are  able 
to  collect  it  by  the  light  of  reason,  seem  to  point  out ;  and  to  mean 
that  it  is  a  good  rule  to  regulate  the  guardianship  by,  when  posi- 
tive law  is  silent ;  and  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  lord  chancellor 
to  settle  the  guardianship."  {Hargrav^a  hote  12  to  Co.  lAU. 
88  5.)  And  this  species  of  guardianship  is  ftilly  recognized  as 
existing  at  the  present  day  by  the  American  courts ;  although, 
under  the  operation  of  our  laws  making  all  the  children  equally 
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heiis,  the  gaardlanship  by  nature  would  seem  to  extend  to  all  the 
children,  and  not  to  be  confined,  as  at  common  law,  to  the  heir 
apparent  or  oldest  son.     (  WiUard  on  Eacecutora^  444.) 

§  167.  Guardianship  by  nurture  occurs  only  when  the  infant 
has  no  other  guardian,  and  belongs  exclusively  to  the  parents ;  first 
to  the  father,  and  then  to  the  mother.  This  species  of  guardian- 
ship ifi  also  confined  to  the  government  and  education  of  the  infant, 
and  is  determined,  in  both  males  and  females,  at  the  age  of  four- 
teen years.    (Bing.  on  Inf.  159.) 

The  guardian  may  deliver  the  infant  to  another  person  for 
instruction,  and  may  take  him  .back  whenever  h^  pleases.  If  he 
grants  over  the  custody  of  the  infant,  the  grant  is  binding  upon  the 
guardian,  though  the  infant  may  choose  whether  he  will  stay  with 
the  person  to  whqm  he  has  been  granted,  or  not.  If  the  guardian 
discharges  the  infant  out  of  his  house,  and  the  latter  binds  himself 
apprentice,  the  guardian  cannot  retake  him.    {McP.  on  Inf.  60.) 

The  guardian  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  property  of  the  infant. 
Ia  aU  dealings  with  the  infant's  property,  the  guardian  for  nurture 
is  very  much  on  the  same  footing  as  a  stranger.  {Bac.  Air.  tit. 
OtMrdian,  G.    I2o8S  v.  Cobb^  9  Yerg.  [Tenn'\  B.  463.) 

If  a  father,  guardian  for  nurture,  occupies  the  lands  of  his  son, 
he  is  regarded  as  a  tenant  at  will.  A  guardian  by  nurture  can 
only  make  a  lease  at  will  of  the  infant's  land.  If  he  makes  a  lease 
by  indenture  to  one  being  in  under  the  title  of  tlie  infant,  render- 
ing rent  to  himself,  which  is  paid  accordiiljgly,  this  is  not  a 
disseisin  to  the  infant.  {McPherson  on  Inf.  60.)  The  subjects 
of  this  species  of  guardianship,  at  common  law,  are  the  younger 
children,  who  are  not  heirs  apparent.  It  is  manifest,  therefore, 
that  there  can  be  no  room  for  guardianship  by  nurture  in  this 
country,  because,  by  our  laws  of  inheritance,  all  the  children  are 
heirs ;  so  it  may  be  said  that  this  species  of  guardianship  here  has 
become  obsolete. 

§  168.  With  respect  to  the  guardianship  of  the  father,  it  may  be 
safely  asserted  that  there  is  a  right  inherent  in  the  parent,  recog- 
nized by  positive  law,  and  in  no  degree  dependent  on  the  discretion 
of  chancellors  or  judges,  to  act  as  guardian  of  all  his  children,  not 
only  during  the  time  of  guardianship  for  nurture,  but  tiU  the  age 
of  twenty-one. 

In  one  case,  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  England  said  that  ^^  the 
father  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  own  children  during  their^ 
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infancy,  not  only  as  guardian  by  nurture,  but  by  nature."  (-Eb 
paHe  Hopkins^  3  P.  Wins.  R.  480.)  And,  in  another  case,  Lord 
Hardwicke  calls  the  father  ^'the  natural  guardian  of  the  sons 
during  their  minority."  {Stileman  v,  Ashdom^  2  Atk.  R.  480.) 
And,  in  still  another  case,  Lord  Eldon  says  that  "  the  law  makes 
the  father  the  guardian  of  iiis  children  by  nature  and  by  nurture ;" 
and,  in  the  same  case.  Lord  Iledcsdale  said  tliat  "the  father  is 
intrusted  with  the  care  of  liis  cliildren,  because  it  is  supposed  that 
he  would  best  execute  the  trust."  (  Welltfley  v.  The  Duke  of  Beau- 
forty  2  Rus8.  R.  21.)  In  the  case  of  an  infant  of  the  age  of 
eighteen.  Lord  Eldon  says  that  "  a  guardian  cannot  be  appointed 
during  the  lather's  life,  although,  in  certain  cases,  a  person  may  be 
nominated  to  act  as  guardian ;  nor  does  the  court  of  chancery  erer 
take  upon  it  to  appoint  the' father  guardian."  {Ec parte  Mautd- 
fart,  15  Veaey'a  R.  447.) 

Blackstone  says  that  when  "a  fatherless  child  has  no  other 
guardian,  the  court  of  chancery  has  a  right  to  appoint  one."  (3 
JBlack.  Com.  427.)  And,  again,  he  says,  that  the  father,  and  in  some 
cases  the  mother,  is  the  guardian  by  natm*e  of  the  child,  "  for  if 
an  estate  be  left  to  an  infant,  the  father  is  by  common  law  the 
guardian,  and  must  account  to  iiis  child  for  the  profits."  {Ih,  4G1.) 
He  says,  again,  that  "  there  are  also  guardians  for  nurtui*e,  wliich 
are,  of  course,  the  father  or  mother,  till  the  infant  attains  the  age 
of  fourteen  years ;  and  in  default  of  father  or  mother,  the  ordinary 
usually  assigns  some  discr(3ct  person  to  take  care  of  the  infant's 
personal  estate,  and  to  provide  for  his«naintenanco  and  education." 
(/J.)  The  intimation,  however,  that  the  father,  as  guardian  by 
nature,  has  any  control  by  law  over  the  estate  of  his  infant  child, 
must  be  taken  with  qualifications.  (  Vide  ante,  §  166.)  Bhiekstonc 
elsewhere  says,' that  the  power  of  a  parent  over  the  child  is  sulli- 
cient  to  keep  him  in  order  and  obedience.  "lie  may  lawfully 
correct  his  child,  being  under  age,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  fur  this 
is  for  the  benefit  of  his  education."  (1  Black.  Com,  452.)  And 
again,  "  the  legal  power  of  a  father — for  a  mother,  as  such^  is 
entitled  to  no  power,  but  only  to  reverence  and  respect — tlic  ])o\vcr 
of  a  father,  I  say,  over  the  pei'sons  of  his  ehiUlrcn  ceases  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  for  they  are  then  enfranchised  by  arriving:  at 
years  of  discretion,  or  that  point  which  tlie  law  has  cstublislicil,  ns 
)H>mo  must  necessarily  be  established,  when  the  empire  of  the  fhtlicr 
or  other  guardian  gives  place  to  the  empire  of  reason.    Yet,  till 
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that  age  arrives,  this  empire  of  the  father  continues  even  after  his 
death,  for  he  may  by  his  will  appoint  a  guardian  for  his  children. 
He  may  also  delegate  part  of  his  parental  authority,  during  his 
life,  to  the  tutor  or  schoolmaster  of  his  child,  who  is  then  in  loco 
parentis^  and  has  each  a  portion  of  the  power  of  the  parent  com- 
mitted to  his  chai^,  viz.,  that  of  restraint  and  correction,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  answer  the  purposes  for  which  he  is  employed." 
(/J.  153.)  In  regard  to  this  delegated  power,  however,  it  should 
be  stated,  that  it  must  be  temperately  exercised,  and  no  school- 
master should  feel  himself  at  liberty  to  administer  chastisement 
co-extensively  with  the  parent,  howsoever  the  infant  delinquent 
may  appear  to  deserve  jt. 

Concerning  property,'  Judge  Blackstone  says :  ^^  A  father  has  no 
other  power  over  his  son's  estats  than  as  his  trustee  or  guardian,  for 
though  he  may  receive  the  profits  during  the  child's  minority,  yet 
he  must  account  for  them  when  he  comes  of  age.  He  may  indeed 
have  the  benefits  of  his  children's  labor  while  they  live  with  him, 
and  are  maintained  by  him ;  but  this  is  no  more  than  he  is  entitled 
to  from  his  apprentices  or  servants."  (1  Black.  Com.  453.)  So 
much  for  the  diflerent  kinds  of  guardians  at  common  law,  some  of 
which  have  become  obsolete,  and  others  have  been  superseded  by 
guardians  created  by  statute. 

§  169.  Guardians  by  statute  are  those  which  are  created  by 
statute,  or  recognized  by  legislative  enactment.  There  arc  of  this 
species  of  guardianship,  four  kinds :  guardians  testamentary  or  by 
deed,  guardians  appointed  by  the  courts,  guardians  ad  Uteniy  and 
special  guardians.  These  statutory  guardians  are  really  at- present, 
the  only  ones  practically  known  in  this  country,  although  they 
contain  many  of  the  principles  which  determined  the  rights  and 
duties  of  guardians  at  common  law ;  and  in  some  of  the  states 
guardianship  in  socage  is,  in  some  respects  recognized  by  statute. 
Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  when  an  estate  in  land  becomes 
vested  in  an  infant,  the  guardianship  of  such  infant,  with  the  rights, 
powers  and  duties  of  a  guardian  in  socage,  belongs  by  statute,  to 
the  father  of  the  infant ;  and  if  there  be  no  father,  to  the  mother ; 
and  if  there  be  neither  father  nor  mother,  then  to  the  nearest  and 
eldest  relative  of  full  age,  not  being  under  any  legal  incapacity ; 
and,  as  between  relations  of  the  same  degree  of  consanguinity, 
males  are  preferred^  To  this  guardian,  all  statutory  provisions  that 
are  or  may  be  in  force  relative  to  guardians  in  socage,  are.  deemed 
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to  apply,  thongh  the  rights  and  authority  of  every  such  guardian 
are  Buperseded,  in  all  cases  where  a  testamentary  or  other  guardian 
has  been  duly  appointed.  {1  B.  S.  part  2,  ch.  1,  tit.  1,  art  1,  §§ 
6-7.  1  Stat,  at  La/rge^  666, 667.)  Except  for  the  provisions  of  this 
statute,  a  father  oould  not  be  guardian  in  socsf^e  to  his  child,  for 
the  reason  that  by  the  laws  of  descent  recognized  in  the  United 
States,  and  especially  in  New  York,  the  inheritance  of  the  child 
may  descend  to  the  father,  which  by  the  common  law,  guardian  in 
socage  is  forbidden  to  any  one  to  whom  the  inheritance  may  by 
any  possibility  descend.  (  Vide  Fonda,  v.  Van  Jlacne^  16  Wend. 
H.  631 ;  and  ants^  §  166.)  Under  the  statute,  it  is  held,  that  when 
the  owner  of  land  dies,  leaving  a  widow  and  infant  heirs,  the  widow 
becomes  vested  with  the  powers  of  a  guardian  in  socage,  and  as 
such  is  authorized  and  required  to  take  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
land  for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs ;  and  the  legal  intendment  soems  to 
be,  that  from  the  time  of  her  husband's  death,  she  occupies  the 
land  as  guardian  in  socage.  {Sylvester  v.  Ralston^  31  Barb.  B. 
286.)  Notwithstanding,  guardianship  at  commonJaw  has  fallen  into 
comparative  disuse  in  this  country,  many  principles  pertinent  to 
it  are  incorporated  into  guardianships  by  statute,  or  those  created 
by  judicial  of  testamentary  appointment. 

§  170.  A  testamentary  guardian  is  one  appointed  by  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  the  father,  and,  in  some  states,  of  the  mother,  of 
the  child.  In  regard  to  this  species  of  guardianship,.it  is  generally 
understood  that  it  could  never  exist  except  it  was  provided  for  by 
statute,  although  there  is  some  reason  to  think,  that  when  there 
\^as  no  'Other  guardian  marked  out  by  law,  testamentary  disposi^ 
tions  of  the  guardianship  of  children  were  not  unknown,  even  before 
the  enactment  of  any  statute  upon  the  subject.  Lord  Coke,  speak- 
ing of  a  sort  of  guardianship,  analogous  to  guardianship  in  socage, 
and  arising  where  an  infant  succeeds  to  inheritances  not  lying  in 
tenure,  says  that  such  guardianship  takes  place  only  ''  if  the  fatiier 
hath  made  no  disposition  of  the  custody  of  the  child."  {Co.  Litt 
87  h.)  And  in  another  place  he  speaks  of  a  guardian  appointed 
by  the  spiritual  court,  ^' where  a  man  deviseth  goods  unto  his 
child,  and  uppointcth  him  not  guardian."  {Co.  Cop.  §  23 ;  andvid^ 
Anonymous^  3  SdOCf  R.  176.)  On  the  contrary.  Lord  Alvemley, 
in  a  modern  case,  said :  ^^  The  question  will  in  a  great  measure 
depend  upon  the  determinations  as  to  wills  of  land.  It  is  clear 
by  the  common  law.  a  man  could  not  by  any  testamentary  disposi- 
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tion,  affect  either  his  land  or  the  guardiauBhip  of  his  children. 
The  latter  appears  never  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  testa- 
mentaiy  disposition  till  the  statute  12  Charles  II.  It  is  impossible 
to  contend  that  it  was  comprehended  under  the  statute  32  Henry 
Yin.  Till  that  time,  as  to  land,  and  as  to  guardianship,  till  the  later 
statute  of  Charles  II,  the  law  pointed  out  the  person  to  succeed ; 
and  it  was  incompetent  to  the  partj,  by  any  testamentary  act,  to 
alter  the  succession  of  the  person  to  inherit  the  real  estate,  or  whom 
the  law  pointed  out  as  guardian,  whether  the  party  died  intestate 
or  not.''  (jSd  parte  llchester^  7  Ves.  B.  870.)  This  would  seem 
to  be  a  correct  statement  of  the  law,  and  it  is  so  understood 
at  the  present  day,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country. 

The  first  statute  which  authorized  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
by  win,  was  passed  about  two  centuries  ago  in  England,  and  the 
provifflonsof  this  statute  have  been  generally  adopted  in  this  country, 
with  the  exception  perhaps  of  some  of  the  Kew  England  States^ 
and  the  same  powers  are  giyen  tp  the  guardian  that  he  possesses 
under  the  English  statute. 

It  was  provided  by  the  statute  referred  to,  "  that  where  any 
person  hath  or  shall  hf^ve  any  child  or  children  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  not  married  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  father  of  such  child  or  children, 
whether  bom  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  father,  or  at  that 
time  in  venire  sa  mere^  or  whether  such  father  be  within  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  or  of  full  age,  by  his  deed  executed  in  his 
life-time,  or  by  his  last  will  and  .testament  in  writing,  in  the  presence 
of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  to  dispose  of  the  custody  and 
tuition  of  such  child  or  children,  for  and  during  such  time  as  he 
or  they  shall  respectively  remain  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  any  lesser  time,  to  any  person  or  persons  in  possession  or 
remainder,  other  than  Papist  recusants ;  and  such  disposition  of 
the  castody  of  such  child  or  children,  shall  be  good  and  effectual 
against  all  and  every  person  or  persons  claiming  the  custody  or 
tuition  of  such  child  or  children  as  guardian  in  socage  or  other- 
wise. And  such  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  custody  of  such 
child  or  children  hath  been  or  shall  be  so  disposed  or  devised,  shall 
and  may  take  into  his  or  their  custody,  to  the  use  of.  such  child  or 
children,  and  also  the  custody,  tuition  and  management  of  the 
goods,  chattels,  and  personal  estate  of  such  child  or  children,  till 
their  respective  age  of  one  and  twcinty  years,  or  any  lesser  time, 
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according  to  such  dispoeition  as  afoi^esaid;  and  may  bring  Buch 
action  or  actions  in  relation  thereto,  as  by  law  a  guardian  in  com- 
mon socage  might  do."    (12  Car.  2,  cA.  24.) 

The  statute  laws  of  this  country,  which  have  adopted  or  followed 
the  provisions  of  the  English  statute,  have  generally  abridged  its 
explanatory  and  verbose  phraseology,  but  it  is  not  presumed  that 
the  several  legislatures  intended  to  vary  the  construction  of  it 
(  Vide  2  KenVa  Com,  225. 

It  will  bo  observed  that  by  the  English  statute  the  right  to 
appoint  a  testamentary  guardian  is  given  absolutely  to  the  father, 
but  by  the  statutes  of  several  of  the  American  States,  such  right 
cannot  be  exercised  except  the  mother,  if  living,  assent  thereto. 
Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  expressly  provided,  that  "  no 
man  shall  bind  his  child  to  apprenticeship  or  service,  or  part  with 
the  control  of  such  child,  or  create  any  testamentary  guardian 
therefor,  unless  the  mother,  if  living,  shall  in  writing  signify  her 
assent  thereto."  {Lom%  of  1862,  cK  172,  §  6.)  Ouardianship  by 
will  or  deed  supersedes  all  the  other  guardianships  heretofore 
mentioned. 

§  170.  The  powers  of  a  testamentary  guardian  depend  entirely 
upon  the  particular  terms  of  the  will  from  which  he  derives  his 
authority.  Under  the  English  statute,  it  has  been  decided  that  if 
a  father  devise  his  land  to  a  person  during  the  minority  of  his  son 
and  heir,  in  trust  for  his  heir,  and  for  his  maintenance  and  ednca- 
tion  until  he  conies  of  age,  the  custody  of  the  child  is  not  devised 
within  the  statute.  {Bedell  v.  Constable,  Vav^fh.  H.  177,  184.) 
And,  ftirther,  if  a  man  devise  the  custody  of  his  heir  apparent  to 
another,  and  mentions  no  time,  either  "during  his  minority  "or 
for  any  other  time,  that  this  is  a  good  devise  of  the  custody  within 
the  act,  if  the  heir  be  under  fourteen  at  the  death  of  the  father, 
because  by  the  devise  the  7nodvs  hahendi  cvstodiam  is  changed 
only  as  to  the  person,  and  left  the  same  as  it  was  as  to  time ;  but 
if  the  heir  be  above  fourteen  at  the  father's  death,  then  the  devise 
of  the  custody  is  merely  void  for  the  uncertainty ;  for  the  act  did 
intend  that  every  heir  should  be  in  custody  till  one  and  twenty; 
non  ut  tamden,  eed  ne  dintius  /  therefore  he  shall  be  in  this  cus- 
tody but  so  long  as  the  father  appoints,  and  if  he  appoint  no  time, 
there  is  no  custody.     (/J.) 

Ordinarily,  the  guardianship  continues  until  the  ward  is  of  full 
age.    In  case  of  a  female,  the  English  authorities  do  not  agree 
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whether  the  marriage  of  the  testamentary  wft-d  will  determine  the 
guardianship  before  she  acquires  her  fall  age  or  not.  The  better 
opinion,  however,  seems  to  be,  that  if  the  will  is  explicit  83  to  the 
duration  of  the  trust,  the  guardianship  will  not  be  terminated  by 
the  marriage  of  the  female  before  she  is  of  age,  against  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will.  The  Englisli  statute  substantially  declares  that 
the  guardianship  shall  continue  till  twenty-one,  if  so  prescribed 
by  the  father,  and  it  was  held  in  one  case  that  the  guardian- 
ship would  not  be  determined  sooner,  even  by  the  marriage  of  the 
infant.  {JHendes  v.  MendeSj  3  Atk.  JS.  625.)  Lord  Hardwicke 
held,  in  a  case  before  him,  that  the  marriage  of  a  daughter  deter- 
mined the  testamentary  guardianship.  {Mendes  y.  Mendes^  1  Vea. 
Sen,  a.  89.)  But  in  a  subsequent  case,  the  same  lord  high  chan- 
cellor intimated  that  the  marriage  would  not,  of  itself,  djstermine  a 
guardianship,  though  the  court  would  never  appoint  a  guardian  to 
a  married  female  infant.  {Roach  v.  Gowcm^  1  Vea,  Sen.  H.  160.) 
It  would  seem  now,  however,  in  England,  to  be  quite  of  course  to 
appoint  .a  new  guardian  for  the  female  ward  on  her  marriage. 
{Anonymous,  8  Sim.  R.  346.) 

The  question  does  not  seem  to  be  very  well  settled  in  the  United 
States.  In  one  case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  the  chancellor,  upon  the  authority  of  Lord  Sliaftshury's 
ecue^  referred  to  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Mendea  v.  Mendes,  stated 
that  the  marriage  of  a  daughter  determined  the  guardianship,  but 
held  that  a  ward  of  court  was  not  discharged  upon  her  marriage 
without  a  special  order.  {Matter  of  WhUtaker,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R. 
378,  380.)  Mr.  McPherson,  upon  the  same  authority  of  Lord 
Hardwicke,  lays  it  down  that  testamentary  guardianship  is  not 
determined  by  the  marriage  of  a  male  ward,  but  the  guardianship 
of  females  is  determined  by  their  marriage,  and  says :  ^^  This, 
indeed,  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  rights  which  a  husband 
acquires  by  marri&ge,  with  regard  to  his  wife's  person  and  property." 
{MePfiereon  on  Inf.  90.)  Judge  Daly,  of  the  New  York  common 
pleas,  sitting  as  surrogate  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
referring  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  McPherson  upon  the  subject, 
said,  ^*  as  the  reason  he  assigns  is  a  satisfactory  one,  I  shall  treat 
the  rule  as  established."  {Matter  of  Brickie  eetaie,  15  AVb.  Pr. 
R.  12, 14.)  And  it  was  held  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  that  the 
guardianship  of  a  female  ward  ceases  upon  her  marriage  under  age. 
{JoTiesy.  Ward^  10  Yerg.  R.  160.) 
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Sometimes,  by  the  statute  itself,  the  power  to  appoint  a  teeta- 
mentary.  guardian  is  limited  to  unmarried  infants,  as  in  Ifew  York, 
the  father,  whether  of  full  age  or  a  minor,  of  a  child  likely  to  be 
born,  or  of  any  living  child  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
unmarried^  may,  by  his  deed  or  last  will,  duly  executed,  dispose  of 
the  custody  and  tuition  of  such  child,  during  its  minority,  or  for 
any  less  time,  to  any  person  or  persons  in  possession  or  remainder. 
(2  B.  8.  part  2,  ck.  8,  t/vt.  3,  §  1.  2  Sua.  at  Large^  156.)  This 
would  not  necessarily  imply  that  the  marriage  of  the  infant,  after 
the  guardianship  actually  commenced*  would  terminate  it,  and  by 
this  statute  there  is  no  distinction  made  between  males  and  females. 
The  statutes  of  England,  and  of  most  of  the  American  States,  pro- 
vide that  the  guardian  may  be  appointed  by  deed  as  well  as  by  will, 
but  it  is  quite  evident  that  the  deed  referred  to  is  only  a  testa- 
mentary instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  to  operate  only  in  the 
event  of  the  father's  death.  This  construction  was  put  upon  the 
English  statute  by  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon,  and  from  the  reason  of 
the  thing,  it  must  be  correct.  (JSc  paHe  Ilcheeter^  7  Ve&.  JS.  367.) 
Such  a  deed  certainly  resembles  a  will  in  some  respects,  in  that  it 
has  no  operation  during  life,  and  it  has  been  held  to  be  revocable 
at  pleasure.  {ShafUHmry  v.  Hannaniy  Finches  R.  328.)  If  tlie 
appointment  is  by  will,  the  instrument  need  not  be  proved.  So  it 
is  asserted  by  Chancellor  Kent,  although  he  does  not  refer  to 
authorities  to  sustain  the  position.  (2  KenC%  Com.  225.)  The 
instrument,  however,  must  be  a  written  will.  {Dorm/  v.  Sheppard^ 
12  Grill  df  Johns.  [Md.]  JR.  192.)  Unless  the  guardian  is  restricted 
by  the  will  or  deed,  he  takes  the  custody  and  management  of  tho 
personal  estate  of  his  ward,  aiid  the  profits  of  his  real  estate ;  and 
has  power  to  collect  and  receive  moneys  due  to  the  minor,  whether 
received  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  and  to  execute  discharges  and 
receipts  therefor.  (Chapm^in  v.  TiNntts,  33  Jf.  Y.  R.  289,  290.) 
This  power  extends  not  only  to  the  lands  descended  or  left  by  the 
father,  but  to  all  the  lands  and  goods  any  way  purchased  or  acquired 
by  the  infant ;  although  a  lease  made  by  a  testamentary  guardian, 
to  last  beyond  the  minority  of  the  ward,  is  not  valid  after  the  ward 
attains  twenty-one,  and  is  at  that  time  not  merely  voidable,  but 
absolutely  void.  {McPherson  on  Inf.  92,  referring  to  Parry  v. 
Hodgson^  2  Wile.  R.  135.)  The  testamentary  guardi  an  cannot  assign 
(St  transfer  his  trust  over  to  another,  neither  will  his  guardianship, 
upon  his  death,  go  to  his  executors  or  administrators ;  for  though  it 
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be  an  interest,  yet  it  is  an  interest  joined  with  a  trust,  whiclx  the 
testator  might  have  thought  the  assignee  unfit  for.  But  if  two 
or  more  are  appointed  testamentary  guardians,  and  one  of  them 
dies,  the  anrvivor  or  survivors  will  -continue  guardians,  for  from 
the  nature  of  the.  appointment,  the  authority  must .  hie  joint  or 
several.  {Mellish  v.  DaCoBta^  2  AthyrCa  JR.  15.  Vaughan^s  B. 
181.  Eyre  v.  Countess  of  ShafUiniTy\  2  Peere  William^  H. 
102.)  And  it  «eems  that  iff  case  two  or  more  are  appointed, 
either  may  qualify  without  the  other,  and  without  presuming  to 
accept  or  renounce  the  guardianship.  {Kevan  v.  WaUer^  11  Zeigh^s 
[Fa.]  if.  414.) 

If  the  person  appointed  guardian  pursuant  to  the  statute  die,  or 
refuse  to  take  upon  himself  the  guardianship,  a  guardian  may  be 
appointed  by  the  court.  So,  if  the  person  appointed '  become 
lunatic  or  is  otherwise  incapacitated  to  execute  the  trust  reposed 
in  him,  or  if  he  abuses  the  trust,  the  court  may  either  totaUy 
remove  him  or  appoint  another,  or,  by  obliging  him  to  give  security 
to  make,  good  his  deficiencies,  hinder  him  from  doing  any  thing 
prejudicial  to  the  infant.  If  he  does  not  act  at  all,  a  guardian  may 
be  appointed  on  petition,  but  if,  after  acting,  he  misconducts  himself, 
it  is  said  that  a  bill  must  be  filed.  {£ie  parte  Salter^  8  Br.  Ch. 
Cases,  500.  O'Keefe  v.  Casey,  1  Sch.  dk  Lefroy's  B.  106.  Boach 
V.  Oowan,  1  Ves.  Sen.  B.  160.)  But  though  the  court  may  inter- 
'  pose  or  remove  a  common  law  guardian,  it  has  been  said  that  there 
are  no  instances  of  a  testamentary  guardian  being  wholly  removed. 
{Bridget  BUTs  case,  3  Salk.  B.  178.) 

A  testamentary  guardian  cannot  be  appointed  for  a  natural 
diild,  except  the  statute  of  the  state  expressly  authorize  the 
appointment.  The  court,  however,  will  adopt  the  nomination  of 
the  &ther,  unless  some  objection  be  shown  to  the  person  nomi- 
nated. (Bex  V.  Comforth,  2  J^.  B.  1162.  Ward  v.  St.  Paul,  2 
A-.  (M.  B.  583.  Pechham  v.  PeoJcham,  2  Cox's  B.  46.  Barry  v. 
Barry,  1  MoUoy's  R.  210.) 

A  grandfather  cannot  appoint  a  testamentary  guardian  for  his 
grandson.  {FpUerion  v.  Jackson,  5  Johns.  Ch.  B.  278.  Hoyt  v. 
BiiUm,  2  Edw.  Ch.  B.  202.)  Yet  if  the  grandfather  leave  an 
estate  to  the  grandson  upon  that  condition,  and  the  father  submit 
to  it,  the  guardian  may  qualify  and  act.  If,  on  the  contrary,  the 
father  do  not  submit  to  the  guardianship,  the  estate  will  be  for^ 
feitod.    {BlaJke  y.  Zeigh,  AnM.  B.  306.) 


254  LAW  OF  INFARCT. 

No  form  of  words  is  usually  prescribed  by  the  stlttute  for  the 
appointment  of  a  testamentary  guardian,  and  lience,  it  is  immatc* 
rial  by  what  words  the  appointment  is  made,  provided  the  father's 
intent  is  sufficiently  apparent.  But  no  proof  aliunde  the  will 
should  be  admitted,  as  by  offering  parol  evidence  of  testator's  inten- 
tion. {SterkU  v.  Sterkie^  3  P.  Wms.  R,  51.)  Of  cpurse  there  is 
no  objection  to  the  appointment  by  the  father  of  one  guardian  for 
the  person  of  his  child,  and  of  another  for  his  estate,  imless  some 
statute  contravene. 

§  171.  When  no  testamentary  guardian  has  been  appointed  for 
an  infant,  and  it  becomes  necessary  that  the  child  have  one,  a 
general  guardian  may  be  appointed  by  a  court  of  equity,  probate 
court  or  other  court  of  similar  character,  having  jurisdiction  of 
testamentary  matters ;  and  this  species  of  guardian  is  more  com- 
mon than  any  other  kind.  Courts  of  equity  have  long  exercised 
jurisdiction  for  the  appointment  of  guardians  in  such  cases,  and 
the  origin  and  nature  of  this  jurisdiction  has  been  much  discussed. 
Mr.  Hargrave,  in  his  notes  to  Coke's  Littleton,  says  that  it  is  not 
easy  to  determine  when  this  jurisdiction  was  acquired,  but  asserts 
that  such  jurisdiction  is  not  of  an  ancient  date,  and  thinks  that 
in  the  first  place  it  was  a  usurpation,  though  he  does,  not  con- 
trovert the  legality  of  the  jurisdiction  thus  exercised  at  the  time 
of  his  writing.    ( Vide  Ilarg.  notes  16  to  Co.  Litt.  886.) 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Fonblanque,  a  writer  of  equal  profes- 
sional claims,  undertakes,  in  a  reply  to  Mr.  Hargrave's  argument, 
to  prove  that  the  general  superintendence  of  infants  originally 
belonged  to  the  crown;  and  he  then  concludes,  a  raiione,  that 
this  superintendence,  as  exercised  in  \he  court  of  chancery,  is  a 
branch  of  its  general  jurisdiction.  ( Vide  2  I^onl.  Tr.  Eq,  228, 
w.  Hh  ed.)  The  arguments  of  these  learned  commentators  upon 
the  subject,  are  interesting  and  instructive,  and  are  well  worth  a 
perusal.  Lord  Eldon  says  that  Mr.  Fonblanque  has  stated  the 
principle  very  correctly.  {De  ManneviUe  v.  De  Manneville^  10 
Vcs.  a,  52.)  And  he  concurs  with  Lords  Ilardwicke  and  Thur- 
low,  iu  the  opinion,  that  the  state  must  of  necessity  place  some- 
wiiere  a  superintending  power  over  those  who  cannot  take  care  of 
themselves,  and  that  the  court  represents  the  king  bs  parens  patrae, 
(  Vide  OuUer  v.  Furtnan^  Ambl.  301.  Powell  v.  Cleaver^  2  Bro. 
Ch,  Cos,  449.)  Again  Lord  Eldon  says  that  the  court  has  not  the 
means  of  acting,  except  when  it  has  property  to  act  upon ;  because 


OUASDIANSmP  OF  INFANTS.  255 

■ 

it  cannot  take  on  itself  the  maintenance  of  all  the  children  in  the 
kingdom.  It  is  not,  however,  from  any  want  of  jurisdiction  that 
it  does  not  act ;  but  from  a  want  of  means  to  exercise  its  jurisdic- 
tion, bj  applying  property  for  the  use  and  maintenance  of  the 
infants.  (  Wellesley  v.  WeUedeyy  2  Buss,  JR.  21.)  Lord  Bedesdale 
considered  it  to  be  a  constitutional  principle,  that  all  powers  in  the 
administration  of  justice  which  are  necessary  in  themselves,  are 
vested  in  the  crown;  and  he  asserts  that  the  justices  of  Wales 
exercised  jurisdiction  in  case  of  infants,  in  their  courts  of  chancery, 
under  a  statute  of  Henry  YIU,  and  that  the  chancellor  of  Durham 
had  done  the  same,  without  any  record  of  the  origin  of  his  authority, 
but  without  question.  (  Wellesley  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort^  2  BligKs  N. 
S.  R.  124.)  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  continue  this  discussion  fur- 
ther. Suffice  it  to  say,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  in 
such  cases,  has  been  long  and  unquestionably  settled;  and  chancery 
guardians,  or  those  appointed  by  courts  of  a  similar  character,  have 
now  essentially  superseded  all  others.  The  practice  was  unknown 
to  the  common  law,  and  at  the  present  day  the  whole  matter  is 
r^ulated  or  recognized  by  statute. 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  power  of  appointing  general 
guardians  is  lodged  in  the  supreme  court,  and  in  the  surrogates  of 
the  several  counties.  In  Yermont,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut, 
and  several  other  of  the  United  States,  the  power  is  vested  in  the 
probate  court.  In  New  Jersey,  the  guardian  may  be  appointed  by 
the  ordinary  or  orphan's  court,  or  the  surrogate,  as  the  case  may  be ; 
in  Pennsylvania,  by  the  orphan's  court.  {Cor^weU  v.  ComweUy  17 
Serg.  <&  Rawle^a  R.  374.)  And  in  Ohio  by  the  probate  court.  In 
all  of  the  states,  the  court  having  chancery  powers,  has  a  general 
jurisdiction  over  every  guardian  of  an  infant,  and  he  is  subject  to 
the. superintendence  and  control  of  such  court.  (2  KerU^s  Com. 
227.) 

§  172.  In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
county  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a  guardian  for  an 
infant  while  the  father  is  living.  {Poatcn  v.  Yoiing^  ^  J.  J. 
Marsh.  R.  501.)  A  similar  rule  has  been  declared  in  the  State  of 
Maryland.  {Corners  case^  2  BlancCa  R.  488.)  A  contrary  doc- 
trine has  been  held  in  Alabama.    {Hine  v.  JVixon^  6  Port.  R.  77.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  understood  that  the  supreme 
court,  by  virtue  of  its  jurisdiction  as  a  court  of  equity  over  persons 
laboring  under  disability,  can  take  the  custody  of  an  infant  from 


256  liAW  OF  INFANCY. 

« 

the  control  of  its  father  and  give  it  to*  the  mother ;  and  that,  on  the 
same  principle^  the  court  cannot  appoint  a  guardian  for  an  infant 
during  the  life-time  of  the  father  or  mother,  and  without  tbcir 
consent.  (  WiUa/rd  on  JSaBeoutorSj  446.)  It  would  seem,  however, 
that  the  surrogate  has  no  power  to  appoint  a  guardian  for  an  infant 
whose  father  is  living.  {Foster  v.  Mottj  3  Bradf.  JR.  412.)  But 
in  one  case  in  the  supreme  court,,  however,  a  contrary  doctrine  was 
held,  and  the  learned  judge,  in  giving  the  opinion,  said:  ^'Itis 
unusual  for.  the  surrogate  to  appoint  a  general  guardian  for  an 
infant  having  a  father,  yet  it  may  be,  and  sometimes  is  done;  and 
then  the  guardian  succeeds  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  father, 
subject  to  the  authority  and  discretion  of  a  court  of  equity." 
{Glark  v.  Montgomery^  23  Barb.  R.  464,  472.)  To  this.  Judge 
Willard  remarks :  ^'  It  was  not  the  direct  point  in  the  case,  nor 
does  it  appear  to  have  been  discussed  by  counsel,  or  to  have  been 
passed  upon  by  the  associates  of  the  learned  judge.  Ko  case  is 
referred  to  as  authority.  Though  the  doctrine  is  entitled  to  great 
respect  from  its  source,  it  is  believed  to  be  incorrect.  It  is  not 
denied  that  the  supreme  court,  succeeding  to  the  authority  of  the  ^ 
late  court  of  chancery,  has  the  power  to  take  the  guardianship  of 
infants  from  the  parents,  against  their  consent.  But  the  surrogate 
has  not  yet  been  clothed  with  that  jurisdiction ;  which  he  mast 
have,  if  he  can  allow  an  infant  of  fourteen  to  ignore  the  control  of 
his  father,  or  appoint  a  guardian  for  one  still  younger,  against  the 
remonstrances  of  a  living  father.    (  Willard  on  Easecviors^  447,  noU) 

It  seems  that  a  general  guardian  cannot  be  appointed  wLen 
there  is  a  testamentary  guardian  living  who  has  neither  resigned 
nor  been  removed.    {Robinson  v.  ZoUinger,  9  WatCs  [Pa.]  R.  169.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  power  of  the  surrogate  to  appoint 
a  general  guardian  is  limited  to  the  case  of  a  minor  for  whom  no 
guardian  shall  have  been  appointed  by  the  father  by  deed  or  will. 
(2  R.8.  part  2,  <?A.  8,  tU.  3,  §§  4,  6.    2  Stat,  at  Large,  157.) 

A  guardian  cannot  be  appointed  for  an  infant  for  whom  a  former 
guardian  has  been  appointed  by  the  court,  and  such  former  guard- 
ianship has  not  been  removed  or  revoked.  {Bledsoe  v.  BriJUt^  6 
Yerg.  [  Tenn^^  R.  458.)  And  in  Kentucky,  an  order  of  the  county 
court  superseding  a  guardian  may  be  revised  in  the  court  of 
appeals.  {Isaacs  v.  Taylor,  3  Dana^s  R.  600.)  And  it  has  aldo 
been  held  by  the  same  court  that  an  order  superseding  a  guardian, 
on  the  ground  that  the  ward  is  fourteen  years  old,  is  not  valid, 
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Without  notice  to  the  guardian.  {Montgomery  v.  Smithy  3  Dana^a 
R.  599.) 

An  executor  has  no  claim  to  the  guardianship  of  the  testator's 
child,  nor  the  husband  of  an  executrix ;  and  the  appointment  of 
the  administrator  a»  guardian  is  never  encouraged.  {MassingaU 
V.  Tate,  4  ITif/w.  iTenn.]  R.  30.  Ejc  parte  Crutchfield,  3  Terg. 
[Tenn,']  R,  336.     Isaacs  v.  Taylor,  3  Dana's  R.  600.) 

In  New  Ilampsliire,  where  the  guardian  is  appointed  by  the 
court  of  probate,  for  each  county,  it  is  necessary  that  the  minor 
reside  in  the  county  where  the  appointment  is  made.  {Judge  of 
Probate  v.  Hinds,  4  N,  H.  R.  464.)  The  letters  of  guardianship, 
however,  are  always  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  legal  and  regular 
appointment.     {Prescott  v.  Cass,  9  N.  H,  R.  93.) 

In  Indiana,  the  probate  court  cannot  remove  a  guardian  except 
for  breach  of  trust  or  insufficiency  of  security.  {Pickens  v.  Clay- 
ton, 7  Blaclf.  R.  321.) 

Wliere  guardians  are  appointed  by  the  court,  the  office  deter- 
mines by  the  death  of  one  of  them,  and  does  not,  like  testamentary 
gnardianship,  survive  to  the  others,  but  the  survivors  will  usually 
be  re-appointed  —  so  held  in  England.  {Bradshato  v.  Bradshaw,  1 
RvM.  R.  528.  BaU  v.  Jones,  2  Sim.  R.  41.)  The  rule,  however, 
is  difiTerent  in  this  country.  Here  guardianship  is  regarded  as 
a  trust  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  when  two  guardians  are 
appointed  and  one  of  them  dies,  it  continues  to  the  survivor. 
(People  V.  By^ron,  3  Johns.  Cases,  63.) 

On  the  marriage  of  a  mother  or  other  female  who  has  been 
appointed  guardian  to  an  infant,  it  is  a  matter  of  course  to  appoint 
a  new  guardian,  for  she  is  no  longer  sui  juris,  and  has  become 
liable  U>  be  controlled  by  her  husband ;  but  she  is  at  liberty  to  go 
before  the  court  to  propose  herself  as  guardian.  {Anonymot^,  8 
Sim.  R.  346.     Zee  v.  GowaU,  1  Bra.  R.  347.) 

It  would  seem  to  follow  from  these  principles,  that  the  marriage 
of  a  female  who  is  one  of  several  guardians,  ^vill  put  an  end  to  the 
whole  guardianship.  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  appoint  one 
person  gaardian  of  the  person,  and  another  gnardian  of  the  estate 
of  the  infant.  (2  Kent's  Com.  227.  WUlard  on  Executors,  448.) 
The  rule,  however,  is  different  in  New  Jersey.  In  that  state,  the 
gnardianship  of  the  person  of  the  minor  cannot  be  committed  to 
one  person,  and  that  of  his  property  to  another.  {Tenbrooh  v. 
McCdm,  7  HdlM.  R.  97.) 
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Such  are  some  of  the  principles  relating  to  the  appointment  of  a 
general  guardian  by  the  courts,  which,  of  coarse,  may  not  apply 
to  every  case,  for  the  reason  that  in  some  of  the  states  statutes 
may  possibly  exist  to  the  contrary. 

§  173.  The  general  guardian  is  usually  appointed  upon  the 
application  of  the  infant  himself,  if  above  tlie  age  of  fourteen 
years ;  and  under  that  age,  upon  the  application  of  some  near  rela- 
tion or  friend  of  the  child.  In  most  or  all  of  the  American  States, 
by  statutory  provision,  the  infant  may  choose  a  guardian  at  the 
age  of  fourteen,  subject,  however,  to  the  approval  of  the  probate 
court,  or  some  other  court  of  a  similar  character.  (  Vide  ante,  § 
92.)  Courts  are  not,  of  course,  bound  to  confirm  the  choice  of  a 
guardian  made  by  the  infant ;  they  may  exercise  a  sound  discretion 
upon  the  subject,  and  it  is  their  duty  to  do  so.  (  Wynne  y,  AhoaySy 
1  Murphy's  [iT.  C]  R.  38.     Grcmt  v.  Whitaker,  II.  231.) 

The  appointment  of  a  guardian  by  the  suiTogate  in  New  York, 
for  an  infant  under  fourteen,  terminates  at  that  age,  if  the  infant, 
on  becoming  fourteen,  sees  fit  to  nominate  a  different  person ;  and 
his  choice  is  allowed  by  the  surrogate.  Again,  the  surrogate  can- 
not appoint  a  guardian  for  an  infant  over  fourteen  years  of  age, 
against  the  consent  of  the  infant.  The  supreme  court  succeeding 
:  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  late  court  of  chancery,  is  not  thus 
restricted.  That  court  can  appoint  a  guardian  contrary  to  the 
nomination  of  the  infant,  (  Willard  on  Ex,  447.)  So  a  guardian 
appointed  by  the  court  of  chancery,  or  other  court  possessing  full 
chancery  jurisdiction,  continues  such  guardian  until  the  infant  is 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  unless  sooner  removed  by  the  court 
appointing  him ;  and  the  infant,  upon  arriving  at  the  age  of  four- 
teen, cannot  have  a  new  guardian  appointed  as  of  course.  {Matter 
of  Dyer^  5  Pa/ige's  R,  534.    Matter  of  Nicol^  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  25.) 

Usually  some  near  relative  of  the  infant  possessing  the  requisite 
qualifications,  will  be  selected  as  the  guardian  for  the  infant,  and 
in  making  the  selection  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  consult  the 
best  interests  of  the  infant,  taking  into  consideration  not  merely 
his  temporary  welfare,  but  the  state  of  his  affections,  attachments, 
his  training,  education  and  morals.  (Foster  v.  Matt,  3  Brad.  \N. 
Y.  Sur.]  R.  409.     Bennett  v.  Byrne,  2  Barb.  Ch.  R.  216.) 

The  declared  wishes  of  a  deceased  parent  are  entitled  to  much 
weight  in  the  selection  of  a  guardian  of  an  infant,  and  the  wish  of 
a  dying  parent  should  have  a  preponderating  influence  in  the  selec- 
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tion,  other  things  being  equal.  ( UnderhiJl  v.  Dennisy  9  Paige^a 
JR.  202.  Bennett  v.  Byrne,  2  Barh.  Ch.  B.  216.)  So,  other  things 
being  equal,  an  uncle  of  the  infant  will  be  preferred  to  a  stranger. 
{Mbre/iouse  v.  CookSy  Hop.  Ch,  B,  226.) 

Tiie  fact  that  the  estate  came  from  the  father  is  no  ground  for  a 
preference  of  the  father's  relation  in  the  appointment  of  the 
guardian  ;  and  it  seems  that  a  surrogate  may  appoint  one  of  his 
own  relatives  such  guardian.  {UfuierhiU  v.  DenniSy  supra,)  That 
the  person  applying  to  be  appointed  guardian  is  a  trustee  to  apply 
the  income  of  an  estate  to  the  support  and  education  of  the  infant, 
is  a  circumstance  in  his  favor.  {Bennett  v.  ByrnSy  supra.)  Other 
things  being  equal,  the  mother  of  a  female  child,  whose  father  is 
dead,  is  the  most  proper  person  to  be  intrusted  with  her  nrnture, 
care  and  custody,  and  should  therefore  be  appointed  her  guardian. 
{The  People  v.  WilcoXy  22  Barb.  B.  178.) 

It  is  requisite  that  the  person  appointed  be  sui  juris — "of  his 
own  right,"  and  capable  of  performing  the  appointment.  He 
must  not  have  any  interest  adverse  to  the  interest  of  his  ward,  and 
if  he  is  known  to  have  any  such,  he  will  not  be  appointed.  A 
person  under  his  full  age,  or  a  minor,  cannot  of  course  be  appointed 
to  take  care  of  another  minor ;  and  one  under  the  power  of  another, 
although  possessing  understanding  as  a  married  woman,  is  not 
qualiiied  for  the  trust.     (1  Bouvier^a  Institutey  42.) 

An  executor  of  an  estate  .will  not  be  appointed  the  guardian  of 
an  infant  who  claims  the  estate,  because  there  may  have  been 
different  interests,  and  the  law  does  not  put  the  duties  of  a  man  in 
opposition  to  his  interest.  {Jackson  v.  SearSy  10  Johns.  [iT.  Y,"] 
B.  435.    Aiul  vide  Parker  v.  Lincolny  12  Mass.  B.  16.) 

Tlie  appointment  of  a  guardian,  made  by  the  court,  is  deented 
to  be  valid  until  it  is  reversed  or  set  aside;  and  it  cannot  be 
assailed  in  a  collateral  way,  or  by  proceedings  upon  habeas  corpus. 
{The  People  v.  WilcoXy  supra.) 

§  174.  The  inodus  operandi  for  procuring  the  appointment  of  a 
general  guardian,  is  prescribed  by  statute  and  the  practice  of  the 
several  courts  having  jurisdiction  ;  but  this  subject  does  not  oomo 
witliin  the  plan  of  this  work,  and  it  is  therefore  omitted.  It  only 
remains  here  to  state  some  general  principles  in  regard  to  the 
powers,  duties  and  accountability  of  the  general  guardian. 

The  guardian  is  the  proper  judge  as  to  the  school  or  university 
at  which  his  ward  shall  be  educated;  and  the  court  will  compel  the 
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obedience  of  the  ward  to  the  selectioiij  unless  some  reasonable 
objection  is  shown.  (Tremain^s  case^  Strangers  JR.  168.  And  vide 
Hall  y.  Sally  3  AtL  It.  721.)  But  if  there  are  t\^o  or  more 
guardians  appointed  for  the  ward,  and  they  disagree  as  to  the 
mode  of  education,  the  court  will  exercise  its  own  discretion  on 
the  subject,  and  will  not  regard  itself  bound  by  the  wishes  of  the 
majority  upon  the  subject.    {Hall  v.  Hall^  supra,) 

The  powers  and  duties  of  guardians  are  frequently,  and  perhaps 
generally,  declared  by  express  provision  of  statute.  For  example,  in 
the  State  of  New' York,  it  is  provided  that  every  general  guardian, 
whether  testamentary  or  appointed,  shall  safely  keep  the  things 
that  he  may  have  in  his  custody  belonging  to  his  ward,  and  the 
inheritance  of  his  ward,  and  shall  not  make  or  suflTer  any  waste, 
sale  or  destruction  of  such  things  or  of  such  inheritance,  but  shall 
keep  up  and  sustain  the  house,  gardens  and  other  appurtenances 
to  the  land  of  his  ward,  by  and  with  the  issues  and  profits  thereof, 
or  with  such  other  moneys  belonging  to  his  ward,  as  shall  be  in  his 
hands ;  and  shall  deliver  the  same  to  his  ward  when  he  comes  to 
his  full  age,  in  as  good  order  and  condition,  at  least,  as  such 
guardian  received  the  same,  inevitable  decay  and  injury  only 
excepted ;  and  he  shall  answer  to  his  ward  for  the  issues  and  profits 
of  real  estate  received  by  him,  by  a  lawful  account.  And  if  the 
guardian  make  or  sufier  any  waste,  sale  or  destruction  of  the  inheri- 
tance of  his  ward,  he  will  lose  the  custody  of  the  same,  and  of  fiis 
ward,  and  will  forfeit  to  the  ward  thrice  the  sum  at  which  the 
damages  may  be  taxed  by  a  jury.  (2  B.  S.  part  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  3,  §§ 
20,  21.  2  J^.  at  Zarge^  159, 160.)  Here  it  will  be  observed  that 
the  law  is  very  particular  and  jealous  with  respect  to  the  rights  and 
property  of  infants,  and  the  courts  are  equally  scrupulous  and 
guarded. 

The  administration  of  the  guardian  extends  over  the  person  and 
property  of  the  ward ;  and  as  a  general  principle,  it  may  be  said 
that  the  guardian  stands  to  the  ward  in  loco  parentis.  This,  of 
course,  is  to  be  understood  in  a  qualified  sense,  for  the  guardian 
does  not  enjoy  all  the  righta  and  possess  the  full  powers  of  the 
par.ent.    (  Vide  Bass  v.  Cooky  4  Porter^s  [Ala.]  R.  390.) 

According  to  Judge  Bouvier,  the  guardian  is  bound  to  take  care 
of  the  peraon  of  the  ward ;  to  exercise,  when  needful,  proper  power 
of  restraint;  to  place  his  ward  apprentice,  or  in  some  situation 
to  earn  his  own  living ;  and  to  represent  him  in  all  civil  acts  and 
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in  actions.  (1  JBouv.  Inst.  142.)  The  care  of  the  person  includes 
the  obligation  to  provide  for  the  support  and  education  of  the 
ward,  and  he  must  use  a  sound  discretion  in  these  respects ;  hut  in 
cases  of  doubt  or  difficulty  he  may  apply  to  the  proper  court  for 
directions.  {lb.  143,  arid  Harris  y.  Richardson^  4  Dei).  [If.  (7.] 
B.  279.     Byhec  v.  Thorp,  4  B.  Mon.  [^y.]  B.  313.) 

The  guardian-  may  properly  restrain  his  ward  from  acts  which 
are  illegal  or  improper,  and  he  is  authorized,  in  case  of  necessity,  to 
place  him  out  apprentice,  though  it  is  said  that  in  an  act  like  this, 
he  should  take  the  precaution  of  consulting  the  mother,  if  living, 
or  if  not,  some  other  relations  of  the  ward.  The  business,  however, 
to  which  the  minor  is  bound,  must  be  a  proper  one,  and  it  has  been 
held  that  the  guardian  cannot  bind  his  ward  as  a  servant,  unless 
by  authority  of  some  statute.  (1  Bouv.  Inst.  143.  Wood  v. 
Gale,  10  iT.  B.  B.  247.  Bespvblica  v.  Kepple,  1  Teates'  [Pa.]  B. 
333.) 

§  175.  The  guardian  may  lawfully  hold  possession  of  his  ward's 
land  during  the  minority  of  the  ward,  and  may  lease  such  land 
during  guardianship,  but  no  longer.  {Bacon  v.  Taylor,  Eiriy-s 
ICann.']  ~R  368.  Boss  v.  Gill,  4  CaU's  [  Va.]  B,  250.  Truss  v. 
Oldj  6  Band.  [  Va."]  R.  256.  Magruder  v.  Peter,  4  GUI  &  Johns 
\Md:\  B.  323.  Genet  v.  TaUmadge,  1  Joh7is.  Ch.  B.  561.  Snook 
V.  Sutton,  5  Balst.  [iT.  JJ]  B.  133.  Jones  y.Ward,  10  Y&rg. 
\Tenn^  B.  160.  Johnson  v.  Carter,  16  Mass.  B.  443.  'WatlaThs 
V,  Peck,  13  N.  H.  B.  361.)  The  guardian  being  in  possession  of 
his  ward's  land  by  right,  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  or 
ejectment  against  any  person  entering  upon  them  without  right. 
^Holmes  v.  Sedey,  17  Wend.  B.  75,  78,  and  cases  cited.) 

The  guardian  has  no  right  to  sell  and  convey  the  real  estate  of 
his  ward  absolutely  without  the  special  authority  of  the  court, 
because  the  nature  of  the  trust  does  not  require  it.  {Field  v. 
Schieffdin,  7  Johns.  Ch.  B.  150,  154.) 

The  guardian  must  necessarilv  have  more  unlimited  control  over 
the  personal  estate  of  his  ward  than  over  the  real  estate  of  such 
ward.  The  personal  estate  of  the  ward  may,  therefore,  be  invested, 
called  in,  and  reinvested,  and  changed  and  otherwise  disposed  of, 
as  the  exigency  of  the  trust,  in  the  judgment  of  the  guardian, -may 
Beem  to  require.  In  every  instance,  however,  the  guardian  acts 
under  responsibility  to  his  ward  for  the  faithful  and  judicious  dis- 
charge of  his  trust.     {Field  v.  Schiefelin,  sicpra.) 
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The  guardian  has  no  right  to  trade  with  himself,  on  account  of 
his  ward,  nor  bny  or  use  his  ward's  property  for  his  own  benefit. 
AH  advantageous  bargains  which  he  makes  with  his  ward's  funds 
will  inure  to  the  benefit  of  his  ward,  at  his  election.  The  guardian 
cannot  convert  the  personal  property  of  his  ward  into  real  estate, 
or  buy  land  with  the  money  of  his  ward.  Should  he  do  so,  his 
ward,  when  he  attains  his  full  age,  may  take  the  land,  or  the  money 
with  interest,  at  his  election.  If  he  takes  notes  or  other  securities 
for  money  belonging  to  his  ward,  in  his  own  neme,  this  will  be 
regarded  as  a  conversion  of  the  property  to  his  own  use,  and  he  is 
prkna  fade  accountable  for  it.  Thus,  if  he  surrenders  contracts 
for  lands,  and  takes  deeds  in  his  own  name,  and  pledges  his  per> 
Bonal  responsibility  for  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  this  will  be 
held  a  conversion  of  the  contracts  to  his  own  use,  and  the  ward 
may  adopt  the  transaction,  or  claim  from  the  guardian  the  value 
of  the  land  contracts,  as  he  sees  fit  to  elect.  (  White  v.  Parker^  8 
Barb.  li.  48.) 

When  personal  property  comes  into  the  hands  of  the  guardian, 
except  it  be  money  on  interest,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the  guardian 
should  sell  it  and  put  the  money  at  interest ;  or  if  there  are  debts 
which  the  ward  must  pay,  he  ought  to  apply  it  to  the  payment  of 
the  debts ;  for  such  property  produces  no  interest,  while  the  debt 
of  the  ward  is  increasing,  perhaps,  by  reason  of  the  accumulating 
interest.  This  principle  is  established  and  sustained  by  numerous 
authorities.  {Reeves^  Dom.  Rel,  326.  Rogers  y.  Rogers^  Hop. 
Ch,  R.  515.  Clarksoh  v.  De  Peyster^  Tb.  424.  Smith  v.  Smithy 
4  Johns.  Ch.  R,  281.  Evertson  v.  Tappen^  5  ib.  497.)  This  prin- 
ciple applies  to  every  species  of  personal  property,  though  it  is  not 
usual  to  sell  femily  pictures,  plate,  watches  and  personal  orna- 
ments, but  to  keep  them,  as  they  are  not  of  a  perishable  nature, 
by  which  to  remember  their  former  proprietors.  Nor  would  it  be 
improper,  in  certain  other  peculiar  cases,  to  preserve  other  prop- 
erty ;  as  when  the  ward  is  nearly  of  age,  and  is  soon  to  enter  upon 
a  well  stocked  farm,  which  is  his  own  property,  the  guardian 
will  be  justified  in  not  selling  off  the  stock.  {Reeves*  Do?n.  Rel. 
326.) 

The  guardian  should  not  mix  up  his  ward's  property  with  his 
own,  and  if  he  do  so,  he  so  far  makes  it  his  own  as  to  render  him- 
self liable  for  it  if  lost.  It  has  been  held  that  if  a  guardian 
deposits  his  ward's  money  in  his  own  name  and  it  is  lost,  ho  is 
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accountable  for  it.  {Jenkins  v.  Walter^  8  Crill  <&  Johns,  [Md.l 
R  218.) 

Should  the  guardian  neglect  to  invest  the  funds  of  his  ward, 
which  he  may  and  ought  to  make  productive,  he  will  be  charged 
with  simple  interest  for  the  money ;'  and  should  there  be  gross 
delinquency,  such  as  refusing  to  render  an  account,  br  violation  of 
an  express  direction  of  the  trust,  compound  interest  may  be  charged. 
{Clarkson  v.  De  Peyster^  Hop,  Ch.  H.y  424.)  But  a  guardian  is 
not  required  to  exercise  the  extraordinary  enterprise,  perseverance 
and  speculating  sagacity  and  ingenuity  which  give  some  men 
peculiar  facility  for  the  acquisition  of  property.  Wliile  acting 
within  the  scope  of  his  powers,  he  is  only  bound  to  fidelity  and 
ordinary  diligence  and  prudence  in  the  execution  of  his  trust. 
Holding  guardians  to  a  more  strict  responsibility,  would  prevent 
men  from  assuming  duties  which  are  as  necessary  in  society  as 
they  are  profitless,  and  sometime  thankless,  to  those  who  perform 
ttem.  (  White  v.  Parker^  8  Barb.  R.  48,  53.)  He  should  exercise 
the  same  care  and  management  in  the  affairs  of  his  ward  that 
any  prudent  man  would  exercise  over  his  own  affairs ;  and  what 
is  regarded  the  requisite  diligence  and  prudence  will  depend  upon 
the  attendant  circumstances  of  each  case.  {Glover  v.  Olover^  1 
McMuUms  [S,  C]  P.  153.  And  vide  De  Peyster  v.  darkson^ 
iWend.  B.  77, 106.  Smith  v.  Synith,  6  J.  J.  Marsh,  [^y.]  P. 
238.    I/weU  v.  Minot,  20  Pich  P.  116.) 

§  176.  The  guardian  may  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name  for 
an  injury  to  any  property  of  his  ward  in  his  actual  possession,  or 
to  which  he  has  the  right  of  possession.  {Fugua  v.  Hunt^  1  Ala. 
R.  197.  Sutherland  v.  Goff^  5  Port.  [Ala.'\  P.  508.  And  vide 
Sylvester  v.  Palston,  31  Barh.  P.  286,  289.) 

For  intermeddling  with  the  issues  and  profits  of  real  estate 
belonging  to  an  infant,  an  action,  it  seems,  will  not  lie  in  the  name 
of  the  infant,  but  the  suit  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
guardian,  for  the  reason  that  the  issues  and  profits  belong  to  him, 
and  he  must  answer  to  his  ward  for  them.  {Beecher  v.  Oroitse,  19 
WeTid.  P.  306,  308.)  A  guardian  may  maintain  an  action  for 
damages  for  the  seduction  of  his  ward.  {Femslee  v.  Meyer^  3 
Watts  <&  Serg.  [PaJ]  P.  416.)  Formerly  the  action  for  seduction 
could  only  be  maintained  when  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
actually  existed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  girl  seduced ;  and  it 
was  deemed  necessary  to  prove  acts  of  service  by  the  girl.    But 
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now  greater  liberality  is  shown  in  applying  a  remedy  for  injnrles 
of  so  deep  and  delicate  a  (character,  and  hence  the  action  may  be 
brought  by  any  person  who  stands  in  loco  parentis  to  the  girl 
seduced,  or  when  the  constructive  relation  of  master  and  servant 
exists.  (  Vide  BarUey  v.  Ricktmyer^  2  Barb.  Ji,  182.)  The  doc- 
trine that  the  guardian  may  bring  the  action  is  recognized  in  a 
case  in  the  New  York  court  of  appeals.  (BarUey  v.  liicktmyer^  4 
If,  Y.  H,  38,  45.)  It  has  been  held  that  testamentary  guardians, 
at  any  rate,  stand  in  loco  pa/rentis,  and  supersede  a  guardian 
appointed  by  the  orphan's  court.  (Vanhouten^s  case^  2  Greent 
IN.  e/;]  Ch,  R.  220.) 

A  guardian  of  a  female  ward  is  justified  in  stopping  her  elope- 
ment, and  in  obtaining  her  clothes,  in  case  she  has  eloped,  (^ar- 
Um  V.  Taylm^,  12  En^.  C.  L.  R.  69.) 

The  guardian  may  maintain  ^n  action  in  the  ward's  name  fo 
recover  property  obtained  from  the  wurd  by  fraud  before  the 
guardian  was  appointed.  {Somes  v.  Skinner^  16  Mass,  R  348.) 
But  he  cannot  prosecute  a  suit  in  his  own  name,  after  his  finale 
ward's  marriage,  for  a  debt  due  her  before  such  marrriage.  {Bar- 
ret V.  Commonwealth^  4  J.  J,  Marsh.  [^Ky.'\  R.  389.     5  ih.  286.) 

A  general  guardian  has  power  to  execute  a  release,  to  render  a 
witness  competent  for  the  infant.  {Capehart  v.  Hesey's  Adm.  1 
JIHTs  [S.  C]  R.  499.) 

The  rights  and  powers  of  the  guardian  over  the  person  and 
property  of  his  ward  are  strictly  local,  and  cannot  be  exercised  in 
other  states  than  the  one  in  which  he  received  his  appointment. 
{Morrel  v.  Dichey^  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  156.  Saline  v.  Gilmun,  1  -3". 
H.  R.  193.)  Nor  has  the  guardian  any  authority  over  the  real 
property  of  his  ward  situate  in  other  counties,  for  such  property  is 
governed  by  the  law  ret  sitae.  (2  Kenfs  Com.  227,  citing  Story  8 
Com.  on  the  Conflict  of  Loajos^  414-417.)  But  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
guardian  to  take  care  of  and  account  for  the  money  of  his  ward 
from  whatever  source  derived,  and  he  would,  therefore,  be  account- 
able as  guardian  for  money  received  by  him  in  the  state  where  he 
received  his  appointment,  for  the  lands  of  his  ward  in  another 
state,  when  legally  sold.  {Duncan  v.  PaUy^s  Heirs^  5  Daiuiz 
\Ky:\  R.  223.) 

If  there  be  two  or  more  guardians,  one  of  them  has  a  right  to 
receive  a  legacy  for  the  ward  from  the  executor  and  to  give  him  a 
receipt  for  the  same,  and  the  acquittance  to  him  is  good  without 
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reqniring  a  joint  receipt  from  them  all.  On  the  same  principle, 
if  the  characters  of  executor  and  of  receiving  guardian  be  united 
in  the  same  person,  the  guardian  who  charges  himself,  discharges 
liiitiBelf  as  executor.  {AUi&n  v.  Mumford^  1  BrocJcenbrougKs  [  U. 
iSl]  B.  266.  Vide  dUo  Oraham  v.  Dcmdaoriy  2  Dev.  <6  BaU.  [iT. 
CI]  J?.  156.) 

A  bill  cannot  join  a  demand  for  a  debt  due  by  an  individual  as 
an  administrator  or  guardian,  with  one  for  a  debt  due  by  the  same 
individual  in  his  private  capacity.  (  Wren,  v.  Gayden^  1  Howard^ a 
[  J7.  A] -S.  366.) 

A  guardian -has  no  power  to  sell  his  ward's  real  estate,  and 
shoald  he  attempt  to  do  so,  it  has  been  held  a  sufficient  cause  for 
his  removal.  {Eaa  jparte  Crutehjieldy  3  Yerg.  [Tenn.']  H,  336. 
Mason  v.  Wait,  4  Scam.  [TH.]  R*  127.  CapUnger  v.  Stokes^  1 
M&igs'  \Tenn.']  E.  176.  Eckfard  v.  De  Kay,  8  Paige's  E.  89.) 
I^either  can  the  guardian  apply  the  ward's  prn/rvcipal  to  his  educa- 
tion or  support,  without  an  order  of  court.  {Meyers  v.  Wade,  6 
Eand.  [  Va."]  E.  444,  Mom  v.  Cason^  1  Mow.  [Miss.}  E.  53. 
Ej^  V.  Tkory>,  4  B.  Mon.  [JTy.]  i?.  318.) 

It  is  regarded  as  a  violation  of  duty  on  the  part  of  a  guardian 
to  permit  his  in&nt  ward  to  live  in  idleness,  and  to  support  him 
out  of  his  estate,  when  he  is  capable  of  supporting  himself  by  his 
industry.    {Clark  v.  Clark,  8  Paige's  R.  162.) 

§  177.  The  guardian  is  required  to  furnish  an  account  to  the 
court  that  appointed  him,  whenever  called  upon,  but  always  at 
the  determination  of  his  guardianship ;  and  if  he  neglects  to  do 
so,  he  must  be  cited  by  the  court  and  required  to  render  such 
account.  {Bailey  v.  Eogers,  1  Greerd.  [Me.']  E.  186.  Robertson 
Y.  Edberison,  1  EooCs  [ConnI\  E.  61.)  And  obedience  to  an  order 
requiring  the  guardian  to  account,  may  be  enforced  by  attachment, 
as  for  a  contempt.  {Dor an  v.  Dempsey,!  Brad.  [If.  Y.  Sar^  E. 
490.     Seaman  v.  Duryea,  11  N.  Y.  E.  824.) 

The  court  of  chancery,  or  other  court  having  general  equity 
jurisdiction,  may  call  upon  a  guardian  to  account,  though  he  may 
be  a  testanientary  guardian,  or  one  appointed  by  an  inferior  court, 
and  such  guardian  is  responsible  to  the  former  court  for  his  con- 
duct. {Matter  of  Andrews,  1  Johns.  Ch.  E.  99.  Matter  qf  Dyer, 
5  Paige's  E.  634.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  ward,  on  arriving  at  age,  may 
compel  the  guardian  to  account  without  showing  any  cause ;  and 
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previous  to  his  attaining  to  fuU^  age,  the  guardian  may  be  com- 
pelled to  render  his  account  upon  the  application  of  the  ward,  or 
any  near  relative  of  the  ward.  (2  E.  S,  part  2,  ch.  8,  tit,  3,  §  11. 
2  St^t.  at  Large^  158.)  But  the  administrator  of  a  deceased 
guardian  cannot  be  called  upon  to  account  before  the  surrc^ate. 
The  only  remedy  in  such  a  case  is  by  complaint  in  a  court  of 
equity.  {Famswarth  v.  OUphant^  19  BarK  H.  30,  35.  Matter 
of  VanWych,  1  Barb.  Ch.  R.  565,  568.) 

Immediately  on  the  death  of  the  ward  all  the  guardian's  func- 
tions cease,  because  the  property  in  his  hands  has  become,  by  that 
event,  vested  in  others;  and,  of  course,  the  guardian  is  then 
required  to  make  out  and  render  his  account  (1  Bov/o.  Inst.  147, 
148.)  And  we  have  seen  that  when  a  female  ward  marries,  the 
better  opinion  is,  that  the  guardianship  determines;  and  then 
the  guardian  will  be  required  to  render  his  account.    {Ante^  §  170.) 

An  action  will  not  lie  against  the  guardian,  or  against  the  ward, 
before  the  accounts  are  settled.  {Nutz  v.  Beutter^  1  Watffs  [Pa.] 
R.  229.  Smith  v.  Philbrick,  2  N.  H.  R.  395.  Dama  v.  Ford^  7 
Ohio  R.  104.  StiUweU  v.  MiUs^  19  John^.  R.  304.  Anderwn  v. 
Maddox^  3  MoCord^a  [S.  C]  R.  237.)  But  a  suit  may  be  sus- 
tained on  the  guardian's  bond,  for  not  delivering  up  the  property 
of  the  ward,  although  no  order  has  been  made  by  the  court.  {Jar- 
rett  V.  The  State^  5  QiU  <&  Johns.  [J/S.]  R.  27.)  And  in  Mary- 
land, the  action  may  be  brought  against  the  surety,  although  the 
principal,  residing  in  the  same  county,  had  not  been  sued.  (/J.) 
And  the  sureties  are  not  released  from  their  responsibility,  although 
a  new  bond  is  executed  with  other  sureties.  {McMath  v.  The 
Staie^  6  Sar.  <&  Johns.  [J/rf.]  R.  98.)  Neither  are  the  sureties 
discharged  by  the  neglect  of  the  county  court,  to  compel  the 
guardian  to  render  the  inventory  and  make  his  annual  settlements 
according  to  the  bond.  {Commonwealth  v.  Preston^  6  Mon.  [Ky.'\ 
R.  584.)  But  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  sureties  will  be  discharged,  unless  the  infant,  on  arriving 
at  age,  have  a  full  settlement  with  his  guardian  of  all  matters 
within  three  years,  and  either  sue  him  for  any  balance  due,  or 
notify  the  sureties  of  the  deficiency.  {Johnson  v.  Taylor^  1  Hawk^s 
R.  271.) 

If  the  legal  effect  of  the  guardian's  bond  irf  severaly  a  separate 
suit  may  be  maintained  for  the  benefit  of  each  ward.  {Barnett  v. 
Commonwealth^  5  J.  J.  Marah.  [Ky.']  R.  286.)    A  guardian's 
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bond  ia  not  discharged  by  another  bond  given  on  settlement  with 
the  ward,  after  she  comes  of  age.  {Hamlin  v.  Atkinson^  6  Rand, 
[  Fa.]  R.  574.] 

In  New  York,  the  bond  cannot  be  sned  until  proceedings  for 
an  acconnt  have  been  had  against  the  guardian.  {Salisbury  v.  Van 
Sbesen,  3  ITilPa  H.  77.)  But  the  contrary  doctrine  is  held  in  the 
State  of  Tennessee.  {The  JusHcea^  etc,  v.  WiUiSy  3  Terg.  R,  461.) 
In  Maine,  where  the  only  breach  of  the  bond  was  a  neglect  to 
return  an  inventory  of  the  ward's  estate  within  a  proper  time,  and 
the  estate  was  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts,  nominal 
damages  only  were  allowed  in  an  action  upon  the  bond.  {Fuller  v. 
Wing^  17  Ma/ine  R,  222.)  But  a  plea  to  the  complaint  in  such  a 
case,  that  no  damage  had  happened  to  the  ward  from  the  breach  of 
the  bond,  would  be  had.  {Commonwealth  v.  Preston^  5  Mon.  R, 
587.)  The  liability  of  the  surety  is  not  limited  to  the  property 
owned  by  the  ward  when  the  bond  was  taken,  but  extends  to  all 
property  subsequently  acquired.  {Gray  v.  Brown^  Rich,  [S.  C] 
R,  351.)  But  a  surety  is  not  liable  in  Massachusetts,  for  a  breach 
of  the  guardian's  duty  in  respect  to  a  sale  of  the  ward's  real  estate 
pursuant  to  a  license,  under  the  statute  of  1783,  ch.  32.  {Lymxvn 
V.  Conkey,  1  Met,  R.  317.) 

It  has  been  held  that  the  guardian's  bond  must  be  taken  in  open 
court,  and  not  in  the  clerk's  office,  it  being  a  judicial  and  not  a 
ministerial  act.  {Page  v.  Taylor^  2  Munf.  [  Fa.]  R,  492.)  In 
North  Carolina,  the  bond  should  be  made  to  the  justices  present  in 
court,  granting  the  guardianship,  and  a  bond  to  A  B  and  the  rest 
of  the  justices,  is  not  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  1762  in  that 
state.  {Justices^  etc,  v.  Wilson^  2  Dev,  R,  6.  Sam^  v.  Dozier^ 
3  ib,  287.  4  ib,  392.)  And  a  bond  in  the  same  state,  payable 
"  to  the  justices  of  Caswell  county  court,"  has  been  held  to  be  void 
at  common  law,  and  also  by  statute.  {Same  y.  Buchammi^  2 
Murph,  R,  40.)  But  unless  the  statute  requires  the  bond  to  be 
taken  in  open  court,  it  will  be  binding,  if  executed  out  of  court, 
to  the  proper  parties  and  in  tlie  proper  form. 

In  Alabama,  the  action  upon  the  guardian's  bond  must  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  judge  of  the  county  court.  {Davis  v. 
Dickson,  2  SUvmHs  R,  370.) 

In  Kentucky,  the  assignor  of  a  decree  in  favor  of  a  ward,  against 
the  administrator  of  his  guardian,  may  sustain  a  suit  as  relator  on 
the  administrator's  bond.    {The  Comm^mweaUh  y.  Boston,  3  B. 
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Men.  R.  293.)  In  chancery,  an  infant  may  appear  by  hi^prochein 
ami^  and  call  his  guardian  to  an  acconpt,  even  during  minority, 
and  the  court  will  even  permit  a  stranger  to  come  in  and  complain 
of  the  guardian  for  his  negligence  and  abuse  of  the  infant's  estate. 
{Earl  of  Ponifret  v.  Lord  Windsor,  2  Ves.  R.  AM.  Duke  cf 
Hamilton,  v.  Lord  Mohm,  1  P.  Wins.  li.  119.)  By  the  practice  in 
a  court  of  chancery  jurisdiction  in  tliis  country,  the  infant  is 
allowed  one  year,  after  arriving  at  majority,  in  which  to  investigate 
the  guardian's  accounts,  and  the  guardian  is  not  entitled  to  an 
absolute  discharge  until  the  expiration  of  that  time.  {Matter  of 
Van  Homey  7  Paige^s  R.  46.)  And  the  guardian  is  liable  to 
account  at  aU  times.  {In  re  Burke,  1  Ball  <&  Bea.  [Irishi  R.  74.) 
In  some  states  this  matter  is  regulated  by  statute,  compelling  an 
account  once  in  two  years,  and  the  like.  A  settlement  in  the 
orphan's  court  in  Maryland,  is  not  conclusive  in  a  court  of  equity. 
{Crwpster  v.  Oriffith,  2  Blanks  R.  5.  Vide  aleo  on  this  and 
kindred  atibjectSy  Bing.  on  Jnf.  175*  et  eeq.  notes  7,  8.) 

Such  are  some  of  the  leading  principles  with  respect  to  the  duties, 
obligations  and  rights  of  guardians,  as  established  by  the  adjudged 
cases,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  elaborate  further  in  this  place.  It 
may  be  added,  however,  that  testamentary  guardians  stand  on 
the  same  footing  as  other  trustees,  and  may  be  called  to  account, 
directed  in  their  conduct,  or  removed  from  office  by  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  in  all  proper  cases.    (  WiUard^s  Ex.  453.) 

§  178.  The  connection  between  guardian  and  ward  is  so  close^ 
the  guardian's  opportunities  of  acquiring  knowledge  of  the  ward  s 
property  and  influence  over  his  mind  are  so  many  and  various,  that 
when  a  man  acts  as  guardian,  or  trustee  ia  the  nature  of  guardian, 
for  an  infant,  the  courts  are  extremely  watchful  to  prevent  that 
person  taking  any  advantage,  either  by  a  hasty  and  ill-considered 
settlement  of  accounts,  or  by  way  of  direct  bounty,  immediately 
upon  his  ward  or  cestui  que  trust  coming  of  age,  and  at  the  time 
of  settling  the  account  or  delivering  up  the  trust.  This  nile  is 
applicable  wherever  the  connection  and  influence  of  guardianship 
have  continued,  though  the  ward  may  have  been  of  age  for  some 
time  before  the  date  of  the  transaction.  Undoubtedly,  if,  after  the 
ward  or  cestui  que  trust  comes  of  age,  and  lias  been  actually  put 
into  possession  of  the  estate,  he  thinks  fit,  when  sui  juris,  and  at 
liberty,  to  grant  a  reward  for  care  and  trouble,  the  court  could 
never  set  aside  such  a  transaction;  but  the  courts  guard  against 
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thiB  being  done  at  the  very  time  of  accounting  or  delivering  np  the 
estate,  as  the  terms  on  which  the  guardian  will  perform  that  duty ; 
and  60  far  has  .this  vigilance  been  carried,  that  the  relations  of 
guardian  and  ward  are  in  equity  decisive  against  the  validity 
of  transactions  which,  between  strangers,  conld  not  be  impeached  ,* 
and  it  is  scarcely  possible,  in  the  course  of  the  connection  of 
guardian  and  ward,  any  more  than  in  that. of  attorney  and  client, 
or  trustee,  and  centui  que  im^ty  that  a  transaction  shall  Btand,  pur* 
porting  to  t>e  a  bounty  for  the  eiecntion  of  an  antecedent  duty. 
{ifcPherson  on  Inf,  260,  and  vide  also  Suguenvn,  v.  Bctedeif^  14 
V€sey*8  li.  273.    DetU  v.  Bennett,  4  Mylne  iSk  Craig's  R.  269.) 

In  illustration  of  this  principle  it  may  be  stated,  that  when 
accounts  were  settled  between  a  guardian  and  his  female  ward,  a 
few  months  after  the  latter  came  of  age,  and  were  signed  by  her 
without  having  been  examined  by  any  one  on  her  behalf,  and  with- 
out any  delivery  of  vouchers,  the  accounts,  too,  being  applicable 
only  to  a  part  of  the  receipts  and  expenditures,  and  waived  by  the 
guardian's  delivering  in  a  subsequent  account,  purporting  to  be 
an  account  from  the  commencement  of  the  guardianship,  the 
accounts  settled  between  the  guardian  and  ward  were  set  aside. 
( Wyck  V.  Pacldngton,  3  Bto.  Par.  Cos.  46.)  So,  also,  where  a 
guardian,  after  his  ward  attained  full  age,  continued  to  manage  the 
property,  at  the  request  of  the  ward,  and  before  the  accounts  of 
his  receipts  and  payments  during  the  minority  were  settled,  it  was 
held  that  this  was,  in  e£fect,  a  continuance  of  the  guardianship  as 
to  property,  and  that  he  must  account  on  the  same  principle  as  if 
they  had  been  transactions  during  the  minority.  {Melliah  v.  Mel- 
lish,  1  Siv.  &  Stu.  Ji.  138.  McPherson  on  Inf.  261.)  Under 
these  circumstances  an  injunction  was  granted,  in  terms,  to  restrain 
the  guardian  from  proceeding  in  an  action  to  recover  the  balance 
daimed  by  him  on  accotmt  of  the  transactions  alter  his  ward  came 
of  age.     {Ih.) 

So,  also,  it  has  been  held  in  this  country,  upon  the  same  principle, 
that  contracts  made  by  guardians  with  their  wards,  immediately 
after  they  became  of  age,  are  regarded  with  suspicion  by  the  court 
of  chancery,  and  if  found  to  have  been  made  with  a  view  to  spec- 
ulation, or  upon  the  appearance  of  the  least  unfairness,  they  will 
be  disr^arded.  {Richardson  v.  Linney,  7  B.  Mbn.  l£y.']  R.  571.) 
However,  a  fiiU  and  fair  settlement  between  guardian  and  ward, 
after  the  ward's  majority,  determines  the  trust,  and  will  be  recog- 
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nized  by  the  courts.  {CopUnger  v.  Stohes^  1  Meigs"  [Tenn.']  R.  175.) 
And  the  settlement  of  a  guardian's  account  is  so  far  conclusive  npou 
the  infant  as  to  throw  upon  him  the  burden  of  proving  an  error. 
{Dahin  v.  Demmmg^  6  Paige^%  'i?.  95.)  A  parol  discharge,  how- 
ever, of  a  guardian  by  his  ward,  just  after  coming  of  age,  without 
an  account,  will  not  bar  an  account  against  the  guardian.  {Admr. 
of  Johnson  v.  £ar.  of  Johnson,  2  HiWs  [S.  C]  Ch.  B.  286.)  But  a 
release  given  by  a  ward,  six  months  after  she  comes  of  age,  to  her 
guardian,  freely  and  fairly,  without  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or 
undue  means  to  obtain  it,  is  valid.  {Kirly  v.  Taylor,  6  Johns. 
\N'.  r.]  Ch.  E.  242.  Vide  also  Eiriy  v.  Turner,  Hop.  R.  309. 
Fish  V.  MUler,  lb.  267.  Rapalje  v.  JETall,  1  Sand.  Ch.  R.  399. 
Gale  V.  Wells,  12  Rarh.  R.  84.) 

§  179.  In  the  account  of  the  guardian,  all  the  transactions  must 
appear  which  have  taken  place  between  the  guardian  and  the 
ward ;  and,  if  the  guardian  were  indebted,  in  his  individual  acconnt 
to  himself  as  guardian,  he  will  be  presumed  to  have  received 
the  amount  in  his  capacity  of  guardian.  It  should  contain  all  the 
moneys  which  have  come  to  his  hands,  the  dates  when  received, 
and  show  how  the  money  has  been  employed.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  ought  to  state  all  the  moneys  disbursed,  for  what  purpose  they 
have  been  paid  out,  the  date  when  paid,  and  to  whom.  Interest 
ought  to  be  charged  on  both  sides.  Wlien  one  person  is  guardian 
of  several  wards,  he  is  required  to  keep  separate  acoounts  with 
each.  (1  Bouv.  Inst.  145,  146,  referring^  to  CrovyeWs  appeal,  2 
WaUs'  [Pa.]  R.  295.  QNM  v.  HerleH,  C.  W.  Dudley's  Eq.  R. 
30.  Admr.  of  Johnson  v.  Ecr.  of  Johnson,  2  UiWs  [S.  C]  Ch.  R. 
285.  Hayward  v.  Ellis,  13  Pick.  R.  272.  Karr  v.  Karr,  6  Dana's 
[Ky.']  R.  3.  Hendricks  v.  Hvddleston,  5  Sme.  <&  Marsh.  [i/w»J 
Ch.  R.  422.    Vide  also  Wait  v.  Wait,  1  Brad.  [iT.  Y.  Sur.]  R.  345.) 

It  is  the  duty  of  guardians,  when  necessary,  to  employ  able  coun- 
sel, and  they  will  be  allowed,  in  their  acconnt,  the  customary 
charges  for  such  services ;  though  a  guardian  will  not  be  allowed  to 
charge  his  ward  with  fees  of  counsel  unnecessarily  employed,  to 
represent  him  as  a  co-distributee,  before  his  appointment  to  tlie 
guardianship.  !Nor  will  he  be  allowed  accounts  against  his  ward 
to  affect  the  capital  of  his  ward.  The  income  may  be  anticipated, 
and  in  extraordinary  cases  part  of  the  capital  appropriated,  by  an 
order  of  the  court,  but  not  otherwise.  {Chapline  v.  Moore,  7  Mon. 
[Ky.}  R.  159, 166.) 
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When  the  personal  services  of  an  infant  in  the  family  of  an 
assamed  gnardian  are  equal  to  her  maintenance,  she  will  not  be 
charged  with  her  maintenance.  {Btcsh  v.  WhiU,  2  Man.  H.  101. 
Wait  V.  Wait,  2  Brad.  [K  Y.  Sur.]  R.  345.)  And  when  minors 
were  invited  by  their  guardian  to  reside  with  him,  gratuitously,  they 
will  not  afterward  be  made  to  pay  for  their  board.  But  the  guar- 
dian will  be  allowed  for  clothing  and  other  necessaries  furnished 
his  ward.     {McDcrwdL  v.  Caldwdl,  2  McCarcPa  [8.  C]  Ch.  R.  56.) 

It  has  been  held  that  proof  of  parol  declarations  of  a  guardian, 
that  she  did  not  intend  to  charge  her  ward  for  board,  is  admissible 
to  repel  a  charge  for  board  in  her  life-time,  exhibited  by  her  repre- 
sentative after  her  death.  {Hooper  v.  Savage^  1  Munf.  [T^.] 
i?.119.) 

When  the  charges  in  the  accounts  of  a  guardian  exceed  the 
annual  income  of  his  ward's  estate,  he  must  make  out  at  least  as 
clear  a  case  before  the  court  for  the  subsequent  sanction  of  his 
expenditures,  as  he  would  have  been  required  to  do  on  an  applica- 
tion for  its  authority  to  make  them  in  the  first  place.  {Holmes  v. 
Logan,  8  StrobhaH's  [S.  C]  Eq.  R.  31.) 

The  guardian  cannot  be  allowed  in  his  account  for  services  ren- 
dered for  the  ward  before  he  was  appointed  guardian;  and  a 
promise  of  the  ward  to  pay  for  them,  made  after  he  became  of 
age,  does  not  make  them  proper  matters  of  charge  on  the  account- 
ing.   {Clowes  V.  Van  Antwerp^  4  Barh.  R.  416.) 

When  the  guardian,  advances  money  out  of  his  own  pocket  for 
the  erection  of  buildings  upon  the  land  of  his  ward,  without  the 
order  of  a  court  of  equity,  he  cannot  have  the  amount  allowed  in 
his  accounts,  nor  can  he  recover  the  amount  of  his  ward.  {Hassard 
V.  Rowe,  11  Barh.  R.  22.) 

Of  course,  the  guardian  will  be  allowed  for  his  reasonable 
expenses  and  commissions  for  services  incurred  in  the  discharge  of 
the  trust,  and  these  are  generally  prescribed  by  statute  or  the  rules 
of  the  courts,  and  there  is  little  or  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  what 
they  are.  (  Vide  Matter  of  Roberts,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  42.  Matter 
of  Kellogg,  7  Paige^s  R.  265.  Booth  v.  Sineath,  2  Strohharfs  [S. 
C]  JEq.  R.  31.  Cl(yu)es  v.  Van  Antwerp,  4  Barl.  R.  416.  Ih.  2 
Sdd.  R.  466.  Morgam,  v.  Morgan,  39  Barb.  R.  20.  Rapdlje^. 
HaU,  1  Sand.  Ch.  R.  399.) 

§  180.  A  guardian  ad  litem  is  a  person  appointed  by  the  court 
when  an  infant  is  sued  in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding,  to  defend 
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the  same ;  and  in  some  instances  the  person  appointed  to  prosecute 
an  action  for  an  infant  in  conrt.  The  peculiarities  and  particulars 
of  this  office,  how  and  under  what  circumstances  appointed,  and 
the  duties,  powers  and  responsibilities  pertaining  to  it,  have  been 
fully  discussed  in  a  previous  chapter,  and  reference  to  that  chapter 
will  suffice  in  this  place.  {Ante^  ch.  12.)  A  special  guardian  is 
one  who  is  appointed  for  a  special  pui*pose,  to  represent  the  infant 
in  some  special  proceeding,  and  perform  some  special  act,  'which 
the  infant  would  be  required  to  perform,  or  might  perform,  if  of 
fqil  age.  For  example,  the  person  appointed  to  sell  and  convey 
the  real  estate  of  an  infant  in  behalf  of  the  infant ;  or  the  person 
appointed  by  the  court  to  represent  the  infant  in  proceedings  to 
compel  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  of  his  ancestor  by 
the  infant  heir,  whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  into  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  protect  the  riglits  of  the  infant  in  the  proceedings ; 
and  if  a  conveyance  is  ordered,  to  execute  it  on  behalf  of  the 
infant.  In  all  these  cases  of  special  guardianship,  the  proceedings 
are  regulated  by  express  provisions  of  statute,  and  when  the  par- 
ticular transaction  for  which  the  appointment  was  made  is  accom- 
plished,  the  duties  of  the  special  guardian  are  at  an  end.  The 
office  is  entirely  temporary  in  its  nature,  and  is  limited  to  a  single 
ultimate  end.  Whatever  the  special  guardian  does  is  done  for  the 
infant,  and  the  papers  he  executes  are  executed  in  the  name  of 
the  infant,  and  all  in  pursuance  of  the  special  order  of  the  court 
The  act  when  done,  or  the  conveyance  when  made,  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  court,  is  usually  made,  by  statute,  as  good  and  effectual  in 
the  law  as  though  done  or  made  by  the  infant  when  of  full  age. 
The  provisions  of  the  statute  must  be  strictly  observed  in  all  these 
cases,  or  the  infant  will,  not  be  bound  by  the  act  of  the  guardian. 
It  is  wholly  unnecessary  to  dwell  upon  the  subject  here,  because 
the  matter  will  be  recurred  to  hereafter,  when  the  proceedings  in 
these  special  cases  of  infants,  and  the  rules  by  which  they  are  gov- 
erned, will  be  briefly  considered  and  explained. 
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CHAPTER  XYL 

CFSTODT  OF  INFANTS — WHO  ENTITLED  TO  SUCH  CUSTODY— OFSTODT  BT 
STATUTE — ^JURISDICTION  OF  COUKT8  IN  QUESTIONS  OF  CUSTODY — 
INTKRFERENCE  OF  COURTS  BY  HABEAS  OOEFUS— CUSTODY  IN  CASES 
OF  ILLBOrriMATE  INFANTS — ^LIBERTY  OF  CHOICE  BY  INFANTS — CUS- 
TODY  IN   OASES   OF  GUARDIANSHIP. 

§  181.  Long,  elaborate  and  tedions  treatises  have  been  written 
and  published  upon  the  subject  of  the  custody  of  infants,  the 
defects  of  the  law  in  relation  to  it,  and  how  the  same  may  be 
remedied ;  the  uncertainty  prevailing  in  the  application  of  the  law 
to  the  different  cases  as  they  arise,  and  the  view  whicH  the  courts 
seem  to  take  of  the  frequently  conflicting  wishes  and  claims  of 
parents  and  guardians  where  family  differences  unhappily  occur, 
or  other  circumstances  exist  which  call  for  the  interference  of 
judicial  authority ;  but  it  is  believed  that  a  bird'seye  view  may  be 
taken  of  the  subject,  and  all  the  general  and  more  important  rules 
and  principles  governing  such  cases  may  be  grouped  together  in  a 
comparatively  small  compass,  and  stated  in  a  comparatively  few 
paragraplis  and  points. 

The  Roman  law  gave  the  father  absolute  power  over  the  persons 
of  his  children.  According  to  some  authors  the  atrocious  power  of 
putting  his  children  to  death  and  of  selling  them  in  the  open 
market,  was  vested  in  the  father  from  the  earliest  times  of  the 
republic.  Toward  the  mother  the  law  enjoined  upon  children  the 
duty  of  showing  due  reverence  and  respect,  and  punished  any 
flagrant  instance  of  the  want  of  it ;  but  beyond  this  she  had  no 
other  claim. 

In  France,  by  the  Civil  Code,  the  authority  over  infants  is  given 
exclusively  to  the  father  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  the 
right  of  the  mother  accrues.  But  the  father  may  appoint  by  will 
a  special  adviser  to  act  in  conjunction  with  the  mother,  without 
whose  concurrence  she  can  perform  no  act  of  guardianship. 

The  general  rule  of  law  in  England  is  that  the  legal  power  over 
infant  children  belongs  to  the  father,  and  that  during  his  life  the 
mother  has  none.  {Forsyth  on  Infants^  2-11.)  According  to  Judge 
Blackstone,  ^^  a  mother,  as  such^  is  entitled  to  no  power,  but  only  to 
reverence  and  r^pect."  (1  Black.  Com,  453.)  And  according  to 
the  common  law,  the  father  has  a  right  to  the  exclusive  custody  of 
his  child,  even  at  an  age  when  it  still  requires  nourishment  from 

35 
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its  mother's  breast.  "  The  law  is  perfectly  clear  as  to  the  right  of 
the  father  to  the  possession  of  his  legitimate  children,  of  whatever 
age  they  may  be."  {Ex  parte  ModeUarij  1  Dowh  P.  C.  34.) 
Again,  "  it  is  the  universal  rule,  with  some  exceptions,  that  the 
father  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  a  young  child  even  against  the  will 
of  the  mother.  In  case  of  there  being  no  father,  then  the  mother 
is  the  person  next  entitled  to  its  custody."  {Er  parte  Glover^ 
4  Dowl.  P.  0.  293.)  This  last  assertion  must  be  taken  with  the 
proviso  that  no  testamentary  guardian  has  been  appointed  by 
the  father,  for  a  testamentary  guardian  is  expressly  authorized  by 
statute,  and  when  one  is  appointed,  he  has  the  custody  of  the 
child,  in  defiance  of  the  mother. 

§  182.  The  law  upon  the  subject  in  this  country  is  substantially 
the  same  as  in  England,  except  where  the  same  has  been  occa^ioo- 
ally  changed  by  statute.  Chancellor  Kent,  in  his  invaluable  com- 
mentaries, sums  up  the  matter  thus : 

"  The  father  may  obtain  the  custody  of  his  children  by  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpvSy  when  they  are  improperly  detained  from  him ; 
but  the  courts,  both  of  law  and  equity,  will  investigate  the  circum- 
stances, and  act  according  to  sound  discretion,  and  will  not  always, 
and  of  course,  interfere  upon  habeas  corpus^  and  take  a  child, 
though  under  fourteen  years  of  age,  from  the  possession  of  a  third 
person,  and  deliver  it  over  to  the  father  against  the  will  of  the  child. 
They  will  consult  the  inclination  of  an  infant,  if  it  be  of  a  sufficiently 
mature  age  to  judge  for  itself,  and  even  control  the  right  of  the 
father  tp  the  possession  and  education  of  his  child,  when  the  nature 
of  the  case  appears  to  warrant  it.^'    (2  KerU^a  Com.  194.) 

The  same  learned  author  states  in  another  place:  "And  in 
'consequence  of  the  obligation  of  the  father  to  provide  for  the  main- 
tenance, and,  in  some  qualified  degree,  for  the  education  of  his 
infant  children,  he  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  their  persons,  and 
to  the  value  of  their  labor  and  services.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  this  right  in  the  father  is  perfect,  while  the  child  is  under  the 
age  of  fourteen  years.  But  as  the  father's  guardianship,  by  nature, 
continues  until  the  child  has  arrived  to  full  age,  and  as  he  is  entitled 
by  statute  to  constitute  a  testamentary  guardian  of  the  person  and 
estate  of  his  children  until  the  age  of  twenty-one,  the  inference 
would  seem  to  be,  that  he  was,  in  contemplation  of  law,  entitled 
to  the  custody  of  the  persons,  and  to  the  value  of  the  services  and 
labor  of  his  children  during  their  minority."    (2  Keiv6%  Com.  193.) 
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And  once  ag:ain  the  learned  chancellor  says :  "  The  father,  and, 
on  his  death,  the  mother,  is  generally  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the 
infant  children,  inasmuch  as  they  are  their  natural  protectors,  for 
maintenance  and  education.  But  the  courts  of  justice  may,  in 
their  sound  discretion,  and  when  the  morals,  or  safety,  or  interests 
of  the  children  strongly  require  it,  withdraw  the  infants  from  the 
cnstody  of  the  father  or  mother,  and  place  the  care  and  custody  of 
them  elsewhere."    (2  KenCs  Com.  206.) 

§  183.  Chancellor  Kent  cites  as  authorities  to  sustain  hi8  posi- 
tion, numerous  cases,  both  English  and  American,  which  settle  the 
doctrine  as  he  states  it.  From  the  authorities  collected  in  the  note 
subjoined  to  the  text,  the  learned  author,  in  substance,  lays  it 
down :  though  the  court  of  chancery  has  jurisdiction  tp  control 
the  father's  possession  of  his  child,  yet  in  England  a  court  of  com- 
mon law  has  no  such  delegated  authority.  In  the  case  of  The  King 
V.  GreenhiU  (4  Adolph,  dk  Ellia^  624),  it  was  held,  that  the  father 
was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  legitimate  children  when  they 
were  too  young  to  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  their  custody.  The 
father's  right  is  superior  to  that  of  the  mother,  unless  it  appears 
that  the  child  would  be  exposed  to  cruelty  or  gross  corruption. 
Upon  habeas  corpus  the  chancellor  of  England  has  the  same  juris- 
diction as  a  judge,  and  has  nothing  to  attend  to  but  personal. ill- 
nsage  to  the  child,  as  a  ground  for  taking  it  from  the  father.  But 
when  there  is  a  cause  in  court,  other  circitmstances  may  be  con- 
sidered, and  if  the  father  cannot  educate  the  child  in  a  manner 
suitable  to  the  property  given  to  it  by  another,  the  court  will  not 
permit  the  father  to  withhold  from  it  that  education ;  and  in  a 
special  case  of  the  kind,  chancery  would  not,  on  the  father's  appli- 
cation, withdraw  a  child  from  the  custody  of  its  aunt.  {Lyons  v. 
Blinkin,  1  Jacob's  R  245.) 

In  one  case  before  the  assistant  vice-chancellor  of  New  York,  on 
a  bill  by  the  mother  for  a  separation  from  her  husband  for  abandon- 
ment, and  a  claim  for  the  custody  of  her  infant  children,  tlie  court 
considered  it  to  be  the  settled  English  law,  that  the  father  had  the 
right  to  the  custody  of  his  children,  with  the  exception  of  very 
tender  infants,  unless  his  conduct  was  such  as  to  endanger  the 
bodily  or  moral  welfare  of  them,  or  any  of  them,  and  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  had  been  weakened,  though  not 
overthrown,  in  the  United  States.  {Ahrevfeldt  v.  Akretifeldi,  1 
Hoff.  CL  R.  497.) 
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In  another  case  in  the  late  court  of  errors  of  ITew  York,  it  was 
decided  that  the  father  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  minor 
children ;  but  that  if  the  parents  lived  apart  under  a  voluntary 
separation  and  the  father  had  left  the  infant  in  the  custody  of  the 
mother,  that  custody  would  not  be  transferred  to  the  father  on 
hcibeaa  corpu%  when  the  infant  was  of  tender  age  and  sickly  habit, 
and  especially  if  the  qualifications  of  the  mother  for  the  case  were 
superior.  The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  was,  that  the  husband 
had  the  better  title  and  paramount  right  to  the  custody  of  his  minor 
children,  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  disqualification  on  his  part 
for  the  discharge  of  his  parental  duties,  and  the  alienism  of  the  hus- 
band was  not  such  a  disqualification :  and  the  court  of  errors  affirmed 
the  decision.  {Mercien  v.  The  People^  25  Wend.  R.  64.  The  PeapU 
V.  Mercien,  3  HiWs  JR.  399.     Vide  2  ITenfs  Com.  194,  note/.) 

The  same  rule  upon  the  subject  is  recognized  by  the  courts  of 
England.  It  is  there  held  that  the  father  is  entitled  to  the  custody 
of  his  legitimate  children,  to  the  exclusion  of  their  mother,  though 
they  be  within  the  age  of  nurture.  {Hex  v.  Greenhill,  6  NeviUe  dk 
Manning^ B  R.  244.  4  Adolph.  (&  EUia  R.  624.)  And  if  a  divorced 
wife  should  detain  her  infant  child  from  the  father,  he  may  main- 
tain proceedings  to  obtain  its  custody  without  any  previous  demand 
upon  the  mother  to  surrender  it.  {Ex  parte  WUte,  76  Enff.  C.  L. 
R.  680.) 

§  184.  As  a  general  thing,  the  custody  of  infants,  as  between  the 
father  and  mother,  is  regulated  by  statute.  Thus,  in  England,  the 
hardships  inflicted  upon  unoffending  mothers  by  a  state  of  the  law 
which  took  such  little  account  of  their  claims  or  feelings  in  a  mat- 
ter in  which  they  are  so  deeply  interested  as  the  custody  of  their 
children,  had  long  'been  felt  and  observed,  until  finally  in  1839,  a 
statute  was  passed,  known  by  the  name  of  Mr.  Justice  Talfoiird's 
act,  designed  to  mitigate  the  then  existing  cruelty,  and  which  is  in 
force  at  the  present  day. 

When  this  bill  was  in  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord  Lyndhurst  is 
reported  to  have  said,  that  by  the  law  of  England,  as  it  then  stood, 
the  father  had  an  absolute  right  to  the  custody  of  his  children,  and 
to  take  them  from  the  mother.  However  pure  miglit  be  her  con- 
duct, however  amiable,  however  correct  in  all  the  relations  of  life, 
the  father  might,  if  he  thought  proper,  exclude  her  frotn  all  access 
to  the  children,  and  might  do  this  from  the  most  corrupt  motives. 
He  might  be  a  man  of  the  most  profligate  habits ;  for  the  purpose 


CUSTODY  OF  INFANTS.  277 

of  extorting  money,  or  in  order  to  induce  her  to  concede  to  his 
profligate  conduct,  he  might  exclude  her  from  all  access  to  their 
common  children,  and  the  course  of  the  law  would  afford  her  no 
redress.  That  was  the  state  of  the  law  as  it  then  existed.  Need 
he  say  that  it  was  a  cruel  law,  that  it  was  unnatural,  that  it  was 
tyrannous,  that  it  was  unjust  ? 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued  that  the  father  was  responsible 
for  the  rearing  up  of  the  child ;  but  when  unhappy  differences 
separated  the  father  and  mother,  to  give  the  custody  of  the  child 
to  the  father,  and  to  allow  access  to  it  by  the  mother  was  to  injure 
the  child ;  for  it  was  natural  to  expect  that  the'  mother  would  not 
instil  into  the  latter  any  respect  for  the  husband,  whom  she  might 
hate  or  despise.  Such  a  system  would  prevent  a  child  from  being 
properly  brought  up.  The  biU,  however,  became  a  law,  which 
provides : 

1.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  in  England,  and  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  and 
the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Ireland,  respectively,  upon  hearing  the 
petition  of  the  mother  of  any  infant  or  infants  being  in  the  sole 
custody  of  the  father  thereof,  or  of  any  person  by  his  authority,  or 
of  any  guardian  after  the  death  of  the  father,  if  he  shall  see  iit,  to 
make  order  for  the  access  of  the  petitioner  to  such  infant  or  infants, 
at  such  times,  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  shall  deem 
convenient  and  just;  and  if  such  infant  or  infants  shall  be  within 
the  age  of  seven  years,  to  make  order  that  such  infant  or  infants 
shall  be  delivered  to  and  remain  in  the  custody  of  tlie  petitioner 
until  attaining  such  age,  subject  to  siich  regulations  as  he  shall 
deem  convenient  and  just. 

2.  That  on  all  complaints  made  imder  this  act  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  England,  and 
for  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Ireland,  to 
receive  affidavits  sworn  before  any  master  in  ordinary,  or  master 
extraordinary  of  the  court  of  chancery,  and  that  any  person  who 
shall  depose  falsely  and  corruptly  in  any  affidavits  so  sworn  to,  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  peijury  and  incur  the  penalties  thereof. 

3.  That  all  orders  which  shall  be  made  by  virtue  of  this  act  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Eifgland,  and 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  Ireland,  shall 
be  enforced  by  process  of  contempt  of  the  high  court  of  chancery 
in  England  and  Ireland  respectively. 
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4.  Provided,  always,  that  no  order  shall  be  made  by  virtue  of 
this  act,  whereby  any  mother  against  whom  adultery  shall  be 
established  by  judgment,  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  at 
the  suit  of  her  husband,  or  by  the  sentence  of  an  ecclesiastical 
court,  shall  have  the  custody  of  any  infant,  or  access  to  any  infant, 
any  thing  herein  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  (3 
and  3  Vict.  Ch.  54.  Forsyth  m  Inf.  137-139.)  The  object  of  thk 
act,  as  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of  it,  is  to  proftoct  motfiarB  fmn  Ibe 
tyranny  of  those  husbands  who  may  ill-use  them,  and  to  allow 
the  mother  of  her  children  to  assert  her  rights  as  a  wife,  without  the 
risk  of  any  injury  being  done  to  her  feelings  as  a  mother,  and  tliis 
has  been  the  construction  put  upon  the  act.  In  one  of  the  first 
cases  brought  before  the  court  under  the  act,  the  custody  of  five 
infant  children  wasj  transferred  from  the  father  to  the  mother,  on 
the  ground  that  the  father  had  been  guilty  of  openly  immoral  con- 
duct, and  was,  withal,  of  an  irreligious  character,  and  was  bringing 
up  his  children  in  a  way  calculated  to  demoralize  them.  (  Wards 
V.  Warde,  2  Phillim.  H.  786.) 

§  185.  In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  statute  provides  that  when 
a  husband  and  wife  shall  live  in  a  state  of  separation,  without 
being  divorced,  and  shall  have  any  minor  child  of  the  marriage,  on 
application  of  the  wife,  if  she  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  state,  the 
supreme  court,  upon  habeaa  corpus^  may  award  the  charge  and 
custody  of  the  child  to  the  mother,  for  such  time,  under  such  regu- 
lations and  restrictions,  and  with  such  provisions  and  directions  as 
the  case  may  require.  (2  R.  S.part  2,  ch,  8,  tit.  2,  §§  1,  2.  2  Stat, 
at  Large^  155.)  Under  this  statute  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
has  declared,  that  the  general  doctrine  that  the  right  of  a  father  to 
the  custody  of  his  minor  children  is  paramount  to  that  of  the 
mother,  is  well  settled ;  although  he  may  forfeit  that  right  by  mis- 
conduct, or  lose  it  by  disqualification,  and  it  may  be  suspended  by 
reason  of  the  tender  age  of  the  child  and  its  welfare,  requiring 
that  it  be  with  the  mother.  But  a  strong  case  must  exist  to  war- 
rant the  depriving  him  of  this  right,  even  for  a  limited  period ; 
that  when  the  wife  has  separated  from  her  husband  without  any 
Buflicient  cause  or  excuse,  she  ought  not  to  have  the  custody  of  her 
child,  unless  the  health  and  present  condition  of  the  child  impera- 
tively require  it.     {The  People  v.  Humphrey^  24  Barb,  R,  521.) 

Of  course,  proceedings  by  habeas  carpxis^  in  behalf  of  a  wife 
living  in  a  state  of  separation  from  her  husband,  respecting  the 
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custody  of  a  minor  child,  can  be  entertained  only  hj  the  supreme 
conrt,  not  by  a  justice  of  that  court,  nor  a  county  judge,  though 
such  justice  or  judge  may  entertain  proceedings  by  habeas  corpus 
in  most  other  cases.    {The  People  v.  Humphrey^  24  Barb.  B,  521.) 

When  the  husband  and  vrife  live  separate  and  apart  from  each 
other,  evidence  as  to  the  causes  of  their  separation  and  as  to  the 
lelative  merits  and  demerits  of  the  parties,  with  a  view  to  the  exer- 
cise of  a  sound  discretion  by  the  court,  will  be  received  on  the 
return  of  a  habeas  corpus  sued  out  by  the  wife.  {The  People  v. 
Brooks,  35  Barb.  B.  85.) 

There  is  also  another  provision  of  the  New  York  statute,  by 
which,  in  any  suit  brought  by  a  married  woman  for  a  divorce,  or 
for  a  separation  from  her  husband,  the  court  in  which  the  same 
fihali  be  pending  may,  during,  the  pendency  of  the  cause,  or  at  its 
final  hearing,  or  afterward,  as  occasion  may  require,  make  such 
order  as  between  the  parties,  for  the  custody,  care  and  education 
of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  may  seem  necessary  and  proper, 
and  may,  at  any  time  thereafter,  annul,  vary  or  modify  such  order. 
(3  R.  S.  paH  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  1,  §  59.    2  Stat,  at  Large,  154.) 

Under  this  provision  of  the  statute,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
award  of  the  care  and  custody  of  the  child  to  the  mother  must  be 
presumed  to  carry  with  it  the  obligation  to  support  the  child,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary ;  or  at  least  to  relieve  the 
father  from  the  obligation  to  furnish  such  support  upon  the  call  of 
the  mother.  The  general  rule,  however,  is  recognized,  that,  as 
between  the  father  and  mother,  the  obligation  to  support  the  child 
rests  primarily  upon  the  father ;  and,  in  eases  of  divorce,  when  the 
custody  of  the  child  is  awarded  to  the  mother,  the  decree  usually 
provides  for  the  support  of  the  child.  {Burritt  v.  Bv/rritt,  29 
B(ai.  R.  124.) 

§  186.  The  statutes  of  others  of  the  American  States  are  similar 
to  those  of  New  York. 

In  the  State  of  Vermont  the  statute  provides  that  parents  shall 
have  the  care  and  custody  of  their  minor  children  while  living 
and  cohabiting ;  but  if  the  parents  live  separate  and  apart  from  each 
other,  the  supreme  court  may  order  and  decree  in  regard  to  the 
care  and  custody  of  their  minor  children.  And  the  same  power  is 
given  when  a  divorce  is  decreed.    {R.  S.  of  1863,  ch.  70,  §§  31, 46.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachnsetts,  the  father,  if  living,  may  have 
the  custody  of  his  minor  children;  and  if  not  living,  then  the 
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cnstodj  is  with  the  mother.  {Oen,  Stat.  ch.  109,  §  4.)  It  seems, 
howerer,  that  the  father  may  appoint  a  guardian  for  his  infismt 
children  bj  will.  {lb.  §  5.)  In  case  the  father  and  mether  live 
separate  and  apart  from  each  other,  unless  there  is  some  good  and 
justifiable  cause  of  separation,  the  court  will  not  sanction  snch 
xmauthorized  separation  by  ordering  their  infant  children  into  the 
custody  of  the  mother.  If  there  be  any  good  cause  of  divorce, 
either  a  mncuh^  or  a  mensa,  and  proceedings  are  instituted,  the 
court  will  then  take  such  order  as  to  the  custody' both  of  the  wife 
and  children  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  require ;  and  in 
all  .cases  the  proceedings  are  governed  by  the  judicial  discretion 
of  the  court,  in  directing  which  all  the  circumstances  are  to  be 
taken  into  consideration.  In  the  case  of  a  child  of  tender  years, 
the  good  of  the  child  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  prominent  considera- 
tion ;  and  generally  the  same  rule  in  such  cases  is  the  same  in 
Massachusetts- as  in  New  York.  {The  CommonweaUh  y.  Brigp^  16 
Piok.  R.  203.) 

In  the  State  of  Shode  Island,  a  father  may  appoint  a  guardian 
for  his  infant  child  by  will.  {R.  S.  of  1857,  ch.  138,  §  1.)  But. 
after  a  divorce,  or  where  the  wife  lives  separate  from  her  husband, 
the  custody  of  her  children  is  given  to  the  mother.  {II.  eh.  135, 
§§  1,  2.)  In  cases  of  application  of  divorce,  jurisdiction  in  regard 
to  the  custody  of  the  minor  children  is  vested  in  the  supreme  court 
(75.  cA.  137,  §  12.) 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  in  case  the  parents  are  divorced,  the 
court  is  vested  with  the  power  to  order  in  regard  to  the  custody 
and  maintenance  of  their  infant  children.   {Code  of  1849,  ch.  109, 

§12.) 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  the  father  may  dispose  of  the 

custody  and  tuition  of  his  infant  children  by  will ;  but  in  case  the 

parents  are  divorced,  the  court  may  commit  the  custody  of  the 

children  to  either  the  father  or  the  mother.    {Rev.  Code^  ch,  54,  §§ 

1,4.) 

In  Tennessee,  where  the  wife  is  abandoned  by  her  husband,  she 
may  be  appointed  guardian  of  her  infant  children  by  the  county 
court  or  the  court  of  chancery,  and  she  will  then  be  entitled  to 
their  custody.  The  county  court  may  take  cognizance  of  all 
matters  relating  to  minors.    {Code  of  1858,  §§  2490,  2493.) 

In  Texas,  if  the  father  is  dead,  the  motlier  may  be  appointed  the 
guardian  of  her  infant  children,  and  their  custody  will  be  com- 
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mitted  to  her.  In  cases  of  separation  between  husband  and  wife, 
the  district  court  may  give  the  custody  of  the  children  to  either 
father  or  mother.     {Oldham  <&  Whitens  Dig.  p.  228,  art.  951.) 

In  the  State«of  Indiana,  the  custody  of  the  infant  children  is 
given  by  statute  to  the  father,  and  if  the  father  is  dead,  .then  to 
the  mother,  provided  always  that  the  parents  are  suitable  persons 
to  exercise  the  trust.    (2  H.  K  of  1862,  ch.  4.) 

In  the  State  of  Nebraska,  the  father,  if  living,  is  entitled  to  the 
custody  of  his  infant  children ;  if  the  father  is  dead,  then  the  cus- 
tody of  the  children  is  committed  by  statute  to  the  mother.  {R.  S. 
e&.  22,  §  6.) 

§  187.  There  is  a  considerable  degree  of  uniformity  in  the  laws 
of  the  several  states  with  respect  to  the  custody  of  infants,  and  the 
spirit  of  the  adjudged  cases  upon  the  subject,  both  in  England 
and  in  this  country,  is  essentially  the  same.  As  a  general  rule,  the 
father  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  minor  children,  and  in  esse  of 
his  death,  the  custody  will  be  given  to  the  mother.  There  are, 
of  coarse,  exceptions  to  the  rule,  when  the  matter  has  to  be  deter- 
mined by  a  judicial  tribunal ;  and  in  such  cases,  the  courts  are  not 
usually  bound  to  deliver  the  child  into  the  custody  of  any  claim- 
ant, bat  will  exercise  a  sound  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  leave 
the  child  in  such  custody  as  may  appear  best  for  the  child.  In 
cases  of  controversy  between  parents  for  the  custody  of  their  minor 
children,  the  right  of  the  father  is  preferred  to  that  of  the  mother, 
but  the  welfare  of  the  child  will  be  the  criterion  by  which  the  cus- 
tody is  awarded.  If  the  child  has  arrived  at  the  age  of  discretion, 
in  ordinary  cases  upon  habeas  corpus^  the  court  will  permit  the 
child  to  elect  in  whose  custody  it  will  be  placed,  although  the  court 
will  always  take  care  that  the  custody  is  not  an  improper  one.  If 
the  child  is  not  competent  to  form  a  judgment  and  declare  his 
election,  the  court,  after  examination,  will  exercise  its  judgment 
for  him.  {Matter  of  Woolstoncraft^  4  Johns.  Ch.  H.  80.  Matter 
of  WcUdronj  18  Johns.  R.  418.  People  v.  Chegaray,  18  Wend.  R. 
637.  People  v.  Kling^  6  Barb.  R.  366.  Foster  v.  Alston,  6  How. 
[Miss.']  R.  406.  Commonwealth  v.  Addicks,  5  Rin.  [Pa.]  R» 
520.  jEc  parte  Crotisej  4  Whart.  R.  9.  United  States  v.  Green^  3 
MasarCs  R.  482.  WiUesby  v.  Duke  of  Beauford^  2  Russ.  R.  1. 
The  State  v.  Smith,  6  Greenleaf^s  R.  262.  People  v.  Mercein^ 
3  nmPs  \]Sr.  T.]  R.  399.  Rex  V.  GreenhiU,  6  JSTev.  <&  Man. 
R.2U.) 
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The  mode  in  which  courts  of  common  law  interfere  in  questions 
relating  to  the  custody  of  infants  is  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  which 
"  in  general,  lies  to  bring  up  persons  who  are  in  custody,  and  who 
are  alleged  not  to  be  legally  restrained  of  their  liberty.  When  the 
court  clearly  perceives  that  they  are  illegally  detained,  it  will  dis- 
charge them."  {Ex  parte  Olover^  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  293.  People  v. 
Rose  Porter^  1  Duer^a  R,  709.)  On  the  statutory  habeas  corpusj 
the  officer  cannot  interfere  with  the  legal  custody,  and  must  dis- 
miss the  writ  if  it  appear  that  the  infant,  being  too  young  to  choose^ 
is  in  the  keeping  of  its  general  guardian.  On  the  common  law  writ, 
issued  from  the  supreme  (iourt,  and  on  a  petition  to  the  supreme 
court  in  equity,  the  interest  of  the  infant  will  be  considered,  and 
the  custody  given  accordingly.  {People  v.  WUcox^  22  Barb,  R. 
178.     Wilcox  V.  WUoox,  14  iT.  Y.  R.  676.) 

The  distinction  between  the  powers  of  a  court  of  common  law 
and  those  of  a  court  of  equity  in  this  matter,  stated  in  afew  words, 
is  this :  the  care  of  the  person  of  the  infant  to  protect  it  from 
violence  belongs  to  a  court  of  common  law,  but  the  care  and  pro- 
tection of  the  infant  for  the  purpose  of  education  belongs  to  a 
court  of  equity.  (  WeUeshj  v.  WeUesht/y  2  Blights  iT.  xSl  R.  136. 
JEx)  parte  Skinner,  9  Moore^e  R.  278.  And  vide  Orowley^s  case^ 
2  Swanst  R.  1.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  stipreme  court  is  the  only  tribunal 
which  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  application  of  a  married 
woman,  living  apart  from  her  husband  without  a  divorce,  for  a 
habeas  corpus  to  have  their  infant  child  brought  up  and  its  custody 
awarded  to  her.  {People  v.  Humphreys^  24  Barb.  R.  521.)  It 
seems,  however,  that  this  power  will  not  be  exercised  by  the  court 
to  give  the  custody  of  the  child  to  the  mother,  in  cases  of  separa- 
tion of  husband  and  wife,  produced  by  the  wife,  of  her  own  accord, 
without  justifiable  cause,  withdrawing  herself  from  the  protection 
of  her  husband,  but  only  when  the  separation  is  in  pursuance  of  a 
j  udicial  decree  or  by  mutual  consent.  {Nickerson,  rdator,  19  Wend. 
R.  16.)  When  a  child  of  tender  years  is  brought  before  the  court 
upon  habeas  corpus,  and  the  parents,  disputing  for  its  custody,  are 
living  separate,  a  summary  inquiry  into  their  respective  conduct 
and  situation  may  be  necessary.  But  if  the  child  is  of  very  tender 
years,  and  there  are  no  strong  reasons  for  rejecting  the  mother's 
claim,  the  court  will  not  take  it  from  her.  {People  v.  Mercien^  S 
Paigfs  R.  47.) 
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It  has  been  said  that  a  court  of  oommon  law  is  ^^not  bound  to 
deliver  an  infant  over  to  any  body,  nor  to  give  it  any  privilege ;" 
bnt,  according  to  a  comparatively  recent  English  decision,  this 
doctrine  is  jwt  quite  correct.  When  a  clear  right  appears,  the 
court  feek  iteelf  imperatively  called  upon  to  enforce  that  right,  and 
deliver  up  the  infant  to  the  proper  and  legal  custody.  {Rex  v.  Isley^ 
5  Ad.  cfe  EU.  H.  441.)  And  such  court  will  also,  like  a  court  of 
equity^  protect  infants  against  moral  contamination,  arising  from  a 
vicious  connection  formed  by  either  parent,  limiting  itself,  however, 
to  a  case  where  the  connection  is  kept  up  in  the  presence  of  the 
child.  Such  is  the  spirit  of  all  the  leading  adjudged  cases.  ^'  The 
welfare  of  the  infant  is  the  polar  star  by  which  the  discretion  of 
the  court  is  to  be  guided.  But  the  legal  rights  of  the  parent  or 
guardian  are  to  be  respected.  They  are  founded  in  nature  and 
wisdom,  and  are  essential  to  the  peace,  order,  virtue  and  happiness 
of  society.  But  they  may  have  been  abandoned,  transferred  or 
abused."     {Hurd  on  Habeas  Corpus^  528.) 

It  frequently  happens  that  the  father  of  ai;i  infant,  upon  the 
death  of  its  mother,  or  other  event,  makes  an  arrangement  by 
which  he  gwea  his  child  to  a  third  person,  or  relinquishes  his 
custody  to  it  until  it  is  of  age,  upon  consideration  that  the  party 
agrees  to  adopt  the  child  and  care  for  it  as  his  own ;  and  then,  after 
the  affections  of  both  child  and  adopted  parent  become  engaged, 
and  a  state  of  things  has  arisen  which  cannot  be  altered  without 
risking  the  happiness  of  his  child,  will  attempt  to  reclaim  the- 
cnstody  of  the  child.  In  such  a  case  but  few  rules  are  found  for 
the  government  of  the  courts ;  and  there  are  decisions  both  in  Eng- 
land and  this  coantry,  to  the  effect  that  the  father  would  not  be 
bound  by  such  a  transaction,  and  could  recover  the  custody  of  the 
chad,  even  though  the  interests  of  the  child  had  been  promoted 
by  the  original  transfer.  But  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  father 
in  such  a  case  is  not  in  a  position  to  require  the  interference  of  the 
court,  in  favor  of  a  controlling  legal  right  on  his  part,  against 
the  rights,  such  as  they  are,  the  feelings  and  the  interest  of  the 
other  parties.  (  Vide  Pool  v.  GoU^  14  Lmjo  Rep,  269.  The  State 
V.  Smithy  6  Greerd.  R,  462,.  McDowle^s  case,  8  Johns,  R,  328. 
The  CommomoeaUh  v.  Gilkeson,  WaUaee^s  [Philadelphia']  R,  194. 
Contra^  In  re  JSircham,  16  Eng,  L,  and  Eq.  R,  221.  The  State 
V.  Clover^  1  Harr,  [Del.]  R,  419.  Mayne  v.  Rredwin,  1  JSat^ 
ftsaO^s  [if.  J.]  Ch.  R.  454.) 
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Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Hurd  says:  "It  has  been  seen  that  a 
parent  may  emancipate  his  minor  child  by  voluntarily  relinquish- 
ing his  claim  to  the  services  of  the  child,  or  by  permitting  the  child 
to  contract  marriage  or  other  relations  inconsistent  with  fihal  Buh- 
jection,  and  may  also  forfeit  his  right  to  custody  by  crudty  or 
gross  neglect  of  duty. 

"  Why,  then,  may  he  not  transfer  to  another  this  right  of  custody 
•which  he  may  thus  abandon  or  forfeit,  especially  where  the 
interests  of  the  child  are  not  prejudiced  by  the  assignment  ?  And 
how  can  the  court  pronounce  that  custody,  \^ich  is  held  under  a 
fair  agreement  with  the  parent,  and  not  injurious  to  the  welfare 
of  the  child,  to  be  an  illegal  restraint  t 

"  It  is  true  of  this,  as  of  many  other  questions  in  habeas  corpus 
proceedings,  that  the  authorities  do  not  all  speak  one  opinion.'^' 
{Hurd  on  Habeas  Corpus^  637.) 

§  188.  In  the  case  of  illegitimate  children,  the  English  decisions 
are  not  entirely  unanimous  with  respect  to  their  legal  custody 
while  infants.  On  one  occasion,  Willes,  Ch.  J.,  said  he  would 
*'  give  no  opinion  whether  the  father  has  any  power  over  a  child  who 
is  nuUiua  fUius.  Grotius  says  truly,  that  the  mother  is  the  only 
certain  parent;  and  an  order  of  justices  to  remove  the  mother 
always  removes  the  child."  {Hulkmd  v.  MaLkin^  2  Wils.  R, 
126.) 

•  In  another  case.  Lord  Kenyon,  Ch.  J.,  said,  that  the  putative 
father  of  a*  bastard  child  had  no  right  to  the  custody  of  it.  {Be»» 
V.  %xjr,  5  Term  E.  278.) 

In  still  another  case,  the  court  of  common  pleas  took  away  an 
infant  illegitimate  child  from  the  custody  in  which  it  had  been 
placed  by  its  father,  although  there  was  no  imputation  against  him, 
and  ordered  the  child  to  be  delivered  to  the  mother,  who  wag 
anxious  to  have  it.  Sir  J.  Mansfield,  Ch.  J.,  said :  "  It  is  not 
unlikely,  indeed,  that  by  granting  this  application,  we  may  be 
doing  a  great  prejudice  to  the  child,  but  still  the  mother  is  entitled 
to  the  child  if  she  insists  upon  it."  {Ex  parte  Knee;^  1  Boa,  <&  PvU» 
If,  B,  148.)  In  other  cases,  however,  the  English  courts  seem  to 
recognize  the  right  of  a  putative  father  of  an  infant  bastard  child 
to  insist  upon  having  his  child  given  up  to  him  for  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  it.    ( Vide  Forsyth  on  Inf.  81-86.) 

But  the  rule  in  these  cases  of  illegitimate  children  is  well  settled 
by  the  courts  in  this  country.    The  American  courts  uniformly 
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hold  that  the  putative  father  has  no  right  to  the  custody  of  the 
child,  as  against  its  mother,  and  against  its  consent.  The  mother, 
here,  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  her  bastard  child ;  and  if  the 
patativo  father  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  obtains  possession  of 
the  child,  and  retains  such  possession  until  compelled  to  relinquish 
it  by  the  court  on  habeas  corpus,  an  action  for  false  imprisonment 
win  lie  against  him  in  the  name  of  the  child.  {Rosalina  v 
ArrMirong,  15  Barb,  R.  247.)  But  if  it  appears  that  the  child  is 
abased,  the  court  will  interfere  in  its  behalf,  and  direct  it  to  be 
placed  elsewhere  than  with  the  mother,  even,  who  has  it  in  cus- 
tody, and  in  all  such  cases  the  court  will  exercise  a  sound  discretion 
with  respect  to  the  custody  of  the  child.  The  mother  is  the 
natural  guardian  of  the  child ;  is  bound  to  maintain  it,  and  ordi- 
narily is  entitled  to  the  control  of  it ;  and  when  the  courts  inter- 
fere, if  the  child  is  too  young  to  determine  for  itself,  the  court  or 
officer  assumes  to  determine  for  it  where  it  shall  go,  and,  in  doing 
so,  the  welfare  of  the  child  is  chiefly,  if  not  exclusively,  to  be  had 
in  view.  This  is  the  plain  doctrine  of  the  courts  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  and  the  rule  is  the  same  in,  Massachusetts  by  express 
adjudication,  and  is  probably  recognized  in  all  of  tlie  states. 
(7%e  People  V.  Kling^  6  Ba/rh  R.  366.  Same  v.  I/mdt,  2  Johns. 
Ji,  375.  Carpenter  v.  TFAitowm,  15  ih.  208.  Wright  v.  Wright,  2 
Mctss.  R.  109.     Commonwealth  v.  Fee,  6  8erg.  cfe  Ra/wU^s  M.  255.) 

The  common  law  never  gave  to  the  putative  father  of  an  ille- 
gitimate child  any  right  to  its  custody,  and  in  general  no  statute 
exists  securing  to  him  such  right.  {The  People  v.  MitcheU,  44 
Barb.  R.  245.) 

On  the  marriage  of  the  mother,  the  natural,  guardianship  of  an 
illegitimate  child  devolves  on  the  husband,  and  then  the  husband 
is  entitled  to  the  custody.  •  (  W'right  v.  Wright,  supra.)  But  this 
relation  between  the  husband  and  child  ceases  on  the  dissolution 
of  the  marriage  by  divorce,  and  the  mother's  rights  and  liabilities 
then  revive.     (  Wright  v.  Wright,  supra.) 

The  putative  father,  however,  is  generally  entitled  to  the  custody 
of  the  child  as  against  all  but  the  mother  or  her  husband ;  and  if 
Bhe  be  dead,  and  the  father  a  suitable  person,  the  child  will  be 
taken  from  the  maternal  grandmother  and  delivered  to  him ;  and 
if  the  child  be  unlawfully  taken  from  him  by  a  stranger,  he  seems 
to  be  entitled  to  process  to  regain  the  custody.  ( Wright  v.  Wright, 
suproj  and  Commonwealth  v.  Anderson,  -1  Ashm.  [Pa.]  R.  55.) 
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But  ^'  the  paternal  and  filial  relation,  in  all  its  endearing  and 
legal  consequences,  does  not  exist  between  such  a  father  and  snch 
a  child.  The  law  looks  coldly  upon  this  relation,  and  takes  no 
further  care  of  it  than  to  see  that  the  community  is  not  pat  to 
expense.  In  such  a  case  there  seems  to  be  more  than  a  legal  doubt 
who  is  actually  the  father,  the  sworn  father  being  termed  merely 
^^Qjmtative  father,  while  there  can  be  no  doubt  who  is  the  mother. 
As  the  mother  is  the  only  parent  such  a  child  can  have  with  1^1 
certainty,  she  is  the  parent  to  whom  the  custody  of  such  a  child 
seems  properly  to  belong."  {MoaUer  of  Doyle^  Clarh^s  [iT.  Y^ 
Ch.  R.  154.)  Of  course,  when  the  bastard  is  brought  before  the 
court  on  habeas  corpus^  he  has  the  same  liberty  of  election  as  to 
whom  he  will  go,  under  the  same  circumstances,  and  in  the  same 
cases,  as  children  bom  in  lawful  wedlock. 

§  189.  The  testamentary  or  general  guardian  of  the  person  of  an 
infant  is  entitled  to  its  custody.  The  very  nature  of  guardianship, 
and  the  relation  of  guardian  and  ward,  gives  the  guardian  this 
right.  The  guardian  is  placed  in  loco  parentis^  and  as  the  father 
is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  child,  so  is  the  guardian  of  that  of 
his  ward ;  and  he  may  have  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up 
the  person  of  his  ward,  under  the  same  circumstances  as  the  father 
for  his  child,  and  courts  will  be  governed  by  the  same  principles  in 
determining  the  question  of  custody.  {ITide  Commonwealth  v. 
Hammondy  10  Pick.  \_Mass,'\  B.  274.  The  State  v.  Cheeseman,  2 
jSouth.  [iT.  J.]  a.  445.  Hex  v.  Isley,  31  Mig.  C.  L.  B.  682.) 
The  rights  of  a  testamentary  guardian,  especially,  are  always 
regarded  as  paramount  to  those  of  any  one  else,  the  mother,  even, 
having  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the  guardian. in 
respect  to  the  custody  and  education  of  his  ward. 

On  a  comparatively  late  occasion,  in  the  English  court  of 
chancery,  the  law  with  regard  to  the  conflicting  claims  of  a  testa- 
mentary guardian  and  a  mother  was  explicitly  laid  down  by  Lord 
Chancellor  Cottenham,  who  said :  "  It  is  proper  that  mothers  of 
children  thus  circumstanced  should  know  that  they  have  no  right, 
as  such,  to  interfere  with  testamentary  guardians,  and  if,  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances,  I  think  it  proper  now  to  leave  the  child  in 
the  custody  of  the  mother,  it  is  not  in  respect  of  right  in  that 
mother,  but  it  is  in  consequence  of  that  power  which  the  court  has 
of  controlling  the  power  of  testamentary  guardians."  {Talbot  v. 
Earl  of  jShrewsburj/y  4  Myl.  <&  Or.  R.  683.)    This  doctrine  seems 
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cmel  and  harsh  in  the  abstract,  but  the  courts  have  laid  down  some 
wise  and  humane  rules  to  be  observed  by  the  guardian,  in  respect- 
ing the  wishes  of  the  mother  in  the  execution  of  his  important  and 
responsible  office.  As  an  example,  Lord  Eldon,  in  a  case  before 
him,  said :  ^'  In  this  case,  I  need  not  add,  that,  though  the  effect 
of  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  is  to  commit  the  custody  of  the 
guardianship,  this  court  looks,  with  great  anxiety,  to  the  execution 
of  the  duty  belonging  to  the  guardian,  and  the  attention  expected 
to  be  paid  to  the  reasonable  wishes  of  the  natural  parent. 
Though  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  instance,  upon  such  a  contest,  it : 
is  important  to  observe  that  it  can  never  end  happily  but  by 
implanting  in  the  hearts  of  the  children  filial  and  dutiful  feelings 
toward  the  parent,  the  best  and  most  important  duty  imposed 
upon  the  guardian  by  the  deceased  parent."  {Expwrte  EaH  of 
Ilckester,  7  Vesey'a  R.  881.) 

With  respect  to  guardians  appointed  by  the  court,  it  would  seem 
that  the  same  rule  will  apply  in  regard  to  the  custody  of  the  ward, 
and  the  interference  of  the  court  in  relation  to  it,  as  to  that  in  case 
of  testamentary  guardians.    {In  re  Spencey  3  PhU.  R.  247.) 

The  right  of  a  testamentary  guardian,  however,  to  the  care  and 
custody  of  his  ward,  cannot  be  superseded  by  the  surrogate  or 
probate  court,  by  a  new  appointment.  {The  People  v,  Kearney^ 
31  Barb.  R.  430.) 

The  right  to  the  guardianship  of  an  infant  cannot  be  tried  upon 
a  habects  eorpuSy  and  the  court  of  chancery  or  other  court  having 
equity  powers,  will  exercise  its  discretion  in  disposing  of  the  cus- 
tody of  the  infant,  upon  the  same  principles  which  regulate  the 
exercise  of  a  similar  discretion  by  other  courts  and  officers  who 
are  authorized  to  allow  the  writ  in  similar  cases.  {The  People  v. 
JfercezTiy  9  Paig^B  R.  47.) 

The  principle  of  r^  adjtcdicata  is  applicable  to  proceedings  upon 
habeas  corpus  to  obtain  the  custody  of  infant  children ;  and  it 
makes  no  difference  that  one  writ  was  made  returnable  before  a 
judge  at  chambers,  and  the  other  before  a  court  of  record.  The 
decision,  however,  is  an  estoppel  only  so  far  as  to  determine  the 
rights  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  proceeding.  {Mercein  v. 
People,  25  Wend.  R.  64.  People  v.  Mercein^  3  SUVs  [iT.  Z.] 
B.  399.) 

Sucli  are  the  leading  principles  relating  to  the  custody  of  infants 
as  settled  by  statute  and  the  adjudication  of  courts ;  and  they  are 


288  LAW  or  INFANCY. 

saflScientlj  clear  and  explicit  to  meet  every  conceivable  case.  All 
orders  made  by  any  court  or  judicial  officer  in  relation  to  the 
custody  of  an  infant,  may  be  enforced  by  attachment  as  for  a 
contempt. 


CHAPTER  XVII.     ' 

MAINTENANCE  OF  INFANTS — ^WHEN  TT  IS  ALLOWED,  UPON  WHAT  PRIir- 
CIPLE,  AND  FBOM  WHAT  FUNDS — SALE  OF  THE  SEAL  ESTATE  OP 
INFANtS — THE  PROCEEDINGS,  AND  DISPOSmON  OF  THE  PSOCEBD8 — 
SPEOIFIO  FEBFOBMANOE  OF  THE  CONTEACT  OF  THE  ANCESTOB — OOH- 
VEYANOE  BY  AN  INFANT  TBUSTEE. 

§  190.  The  question  of  the  maintenance  and  support  of  the  infant 
is  not  always  free  from  difficulty  and  doubt,  and  yet  certain  princi- 
ples and  rules,  upon  the  subject,  are  quite  well  established  by  the 
adjudicated  cases  tind  statutes. 

When  an  infant  has  property  of  his  own,  and  his  father  is  dead 
or  not  able  to  support  him,  he  may  be  maintained  out  of  the 
income  of  his  property,  if  his  interest  in  it  be  absolute,  by  the  pe^ 
son  in  whose  hands  the  property  is,  or  a  stranger  may  maintain 
him,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  allow  all  payments  made  for  this 
purpose,  which  can  be  shown  to  have  been  proper  and  reasonable. 
It  is  usual  to  insert  in  wills  and  settlements  by  which  property  is 
given  to  infants,  directing  the  application  of  the  income  of  the 
fund,  for  their  maintenance  and  education,  and  sometimes,  of  the 
capital,  or  parts  of  it,  for  their  advancement,  while  their  interest 
in  the  fund  is  not  absolutely  vested,  and  in  these  cases  the  direc- 
tions should  be  implicitly  followed,  unless  a  discretion  is  given, 
and  then  the  courts  will  never  interfere,  unless  the  trustees  are 
making  a  fraudulent  or  mischievous  use  of  it.  Bnt  whether  the 
infant  is  entitled  under  the  instrument  or  not,  trustees  and  guard- 
ians may  relieve  themselves  of  all  responsibility  by  obtaining  the 
previous  sanction  of  the  court  for  the  payments  which  they  propose 
to  make.     {McPherson  on  Inf.  213.) 

A  guardian  may  apply  the  infant's  income  to  his  maintenance, 
bnt  he  does  so  at  his  peril,  and  it  is  advisable,  therefore,  to  secure 
the  sanction  of  the  court.  (^  parte  Whitefidd^  2  Aik.  li.  315.) 
Courts  of  equity  have  a  common  jurisdiction  on  the  subject  of 
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maintenance,  besides  they  have  not  unfrequently  a  special  jurisdic- 
tion under  certain  statutes,  which  they  exercise  on  the  same  princi- 
ples by  which  they  are  guided  in  ordinary  cases.  For  instance,  in 
England  they  have  a  statute  which  makes  it  lawful  for  the  court 
of  chancery,  or  the  court  of  exchequer,  to  direct,  by  order,  the 
dividends  due,  or  to  become  due,  in  respect  of  certain  stocks  stand- 
ing in  the  name  of  an  infant,  to  be  paid  to  the  guardian  of  such 
infant,  or  to  any  other  person,  according  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  for  the  maintenance  and  education,  or  otherwise,  for  the 
beneiit  of  such  infants.  (1  Wm,  /F,  ch.  65.)  So,  also,  by  the  stat- 
utes of  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  provided  that  whenever  it  shall 
satisfactorily  appear  to  tlie  supreme  court,  or  to  the  county  court 
of  the  proper  county,  that  a  disposition  of  any  part  of  the  real 
estate  of  an  infant  is  necessary  and  proper  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  the  infant,  the  court  may  order  the  sale  or  other 
disposition  of  such  real  estate ;  and  from  tlie  time  of  the  applica- 
tion to  the  court  for  such  sale,  the  infant  is  considered  a  ward  of 
tlie  court  so  far  as  relates  to  such  property,  its  proceeds  and  income, 
and  the  court  is  required  to  make  order  for  the  application  and 
disposition  of  the  same.  (2  li.  S.  part  3,  tit.  2,  art.  7.  2  Stat,  at 
Large,  202,  213.  Code  of  Procedure,  §  30,  sith.  6.  Za/ws  </1847, 
cA.  280,  §  16.  Code  of  Procedure,  §  10.)  Other  states  have  similar 
provisions. 

§  191.  Generally  speaking,  the  father  is  bound  to  maintain  his 
infant  child,  and  no  allowance  will  be  made  to  him  for  this,  purpose 
out  of  his  property.  But  if  the  father  is  not  able  to  maintain  his 
children,  the  court  will  order  maintenance  for  them  out  of  their 
own  pr^Jperty ;  and  this  does  not  turn  upon  the  question  of  the 
father's  solvency  merely,  but  whenever  Jie  is  not  in  such  circum- 
Btances  as  to  be  able  to  give  the  child  an  education  suited  to  the 
fortune  which  he  enjoys  or  expects.  {McPherson  on  Irf.  220. 
Buckworth  V.  Buckworth,  1  Coss's  R.  80.) 

^V^lere  the  father's  circumstances  are  such  as  to  make  it  reason- 
able to  allow  maintenance  for  the  children,  and  it  is  for  their 
benefit  to  allow  it,  and  their  fortune  is  of  such  a  nature  that 
maintenance  may  properly  be  given  out  of  it,  maintenance  will  be 
ordered,  although  the  instrument  under  which  the  property  is  held 
contains  no  direction  for  maintenance,  or  even  directs  the  income  to 
be  accumulated.  {McPherson  on  Lf.  223.)  But  if  the  father  is 
living,  and  of  sufficient  ability  to  support  and  educate  his  child^ 
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the  interest  of  the  child's  property  cannot  be  applied  for  that  pur- 
pose, even  though  there  be  a  direction  in  the  instrument  nnder 
which  the  property  is  held  that  such  interest  shall  be  so  applied, 
for  the  reason  that  such  direction  is  construed  to  mean  that  main- 
tenance shall  be  allowed  out  of  the  fund,  if  no  maintenance  is  dae 
by  law,  but  not  otherwise ;  and  the  court  will  order  the  fund  to  be 
accumulated  till  the  child  attains  majority.  {Andrews  v.  Parting- 
ion,  3  £ro.  Ch.  Cos.  60,  2  Cox^s  R.  223.  Mundy  v.  Earl  Homy 
4  Bro,  Ch.  Cos.  224.) 

After  the  father's  death,  maintenance  will  be  allowed,  without 
regard  to  the  ability  of  the  mother.  {Larndy  v.  Duchess  of  Aihdy 
2  Alk.  JR.  447.  J5b  parte  Lord  Petre,  7  Ves.  R.  403.  Brastn/  v. 
Magrath,  2  Sch.  cfe  Lef,  R.  35.)  Where  there  are  equal  legacies  to 
a  class  of  children  not  otherwise  provided  for,  and  for  whom  it 
would  be  beneficial  that  maintenance  should  be  allowed,  tlie  court 
if  it  can  collect  before  it  all  the  persons  who  may  be  entitled  to  the 
fund,  so  as  to  make  each  a  compensation  by  the  immediate  main- 
tenance given,  for  the  diminution  of  the  fund  to  which  he  may 
eventually  become  entitled,  will  maintain  them  all  out  of  the 
interest.  {EcpaHe  KebhU^  11  Ye^.  R.  606.  Erra;t  v.  Barlow,  14 
%b.  204.)  But  when  the  legacy  is  not  given  absolutely  to  the 
children  and  the  survivor,  but  there  is  a  gift  over  to  a  stranger, 
this  principle  cannot  be  applied  without  the  consent  of  the  stranger. 
{tk  parte  Kebhle,  supra.)  The  decisions  are  not  uniform  in  the 
case  where  the  class  of  persons  beneficially  interested  is  not  wholly 
before  the  court,  as  when  children  unborn  may  form  a  part  of  the 
satne  class,  although  the  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  adverse 
to  the  allowance  of  maintenance  in  such  a  case.  (McPherson  on 
Inf.  232,  233,  and  authoritiea  cited.) 

Wlien  a  bequest  is  made  to  a  child,  payable  at  a  future  day,  or 
for  the  payment  of  which  no  time  is  specified,  and  the  child  has  no 
other  provision,  the  court  will  allow  interest  on  the  fund,  by  way  of 
maintenance,  from  the  death  of  the  parent.  {McPher.  on  Inf.  234- 
237.)  But  though  interest  is  thus  given  by  way  of  maintenance,  the 
infant  has  no  claim  to  any  interest  beyond  what  the  court  thinks 
sufficient  for  his  maintenance.  {Ih.  237.)  When  a  legacy  is  given 
which  would  not,  abstracted  from  the  rule  in  favor  of  children, 
carry  interest,  and  an  annual  sum  less  than  the"  interest  is  given 
for  maintenance,  the  child  can  have  no  more,  however  small  the 
maintenance  may  be,  and  however  large  the  legacy ;  for  the  giring 
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an  express  Bum  for  maintenance  bars  the  presumption  that  an 
indefinite  maintenance  was  intended.  (/J.  238-241.)  This  shows, 
after  all,  that  the  matter  depends  almost  altogether,  if  not  wholly, 
upon  the  intent  of  the  instrument  under  which  the  fand  may  be 
held.  Where  a  present  absolute  inter^t  in  a  fund  is  given,  the 
coart  will  allow  maintenance  in  the  absence  of  any  direction  to 
that  effect,  and  even  in  disregard  of  a  direction  for  accumulation ; 
and  if  an  insufficient  sum  is  given  for  maintenance,  the  court  will 
excuse  it.  It  will,  in  like  manner,  grant  an  increase  of  an  insuffi- 
cient maintenance  given  by  will,  whenever  maintenance  is  allow- 
able upon  the  principle  of  compensation,  for  the  principle  is 
wholly  unconnected  with  any  supposed  intention  of  the  donor. 
{Ih.  241,  242.)  And  maintenance  will  be  allowed  out  of  the 
interest  of  a  legacv  where  there  is  a  fair  inference  from  the  whole 
of  the  will,  that  the  testator  intended  it.  {lb.)  When  a  fund  is 
expressly  given  tp  a  father  for  the  maintenance  of  his  child,  this 
amounts  to  a  legacy  to  the  father,  and  of  course  he  is  at  liberty  to 
appropriate  it  to  the  use  originally  intended  by  the  giver.  {Andrews 
V.  Partington^  2  Coafa  R.  223.  Robinson  v.  TioheU^  8  Ves.  R.  142. 
Brown  V.  Casamajar^  4  ib.  498.)  It  was  formerly  held  that  a  parent 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  determine  for  himself  the  question  of 
his  ability  to  maintain  his  infant  children,  and  that  the  father 
would  never  be  allowed  for  any  thing  paid  without  the  authority  of 
the  court.  {Hughes  v.  Hughes,  1  Bro.  Ch.  Cases,  387.  HiU  v. 
Chapman,  2  ib.  231.)  But  as  the  precedents  now  stand,  the  court 
must  look  at  each  case  with  the  view  to  make  such  order  as  the 
rule  prescribed  by  the  giver  justifies,  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties 
allows.  {Maberly  v.  Tuston,  14  Ves.  R.  499.  Ho  parte  Darling- 
ton, 1  Ball  <&  Beat.  R.  240.)  As  an  illustration ;  when  the  father 
of  an  infant  son,  having  a  large  estate  in  England,  resided  in  India 
and  there  maintained  his  son,  and  incurred  a  large  debt  for  the 
purpose,  and  was  unable  longer  to  maintain  him,  the  court  held, 
that  the  father  having  lived  out  of  the  country,  and  being  unable 
to  apply  to  the  court  before,  was  a  special  circumstance  which 
would  enable  the  court  to  gi'ant  the  sum  required  for  past  main- 
tenance from  the  infant's  estate.  {Carmichad  v.  Hughes,  6  Eng. 
L.  and  Eg.  R.  71.)  If  a  guardian  thinks  proper  to  allow  the  infant 
more  than  the  maintenance  settled  by  the  court,  the  court  will 
make  a  reference  as  to  such  extra  expenditure,  but  only  under 
special  circumstances.    {Rainsford  v.  Freeman,  1  Cosfs  R.  417.) 
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It  seems  that  a  liberal  allowance  will  be  made  for  the  main- 
tenance of  an  infant,  with  a  view  to  the  circumstances  of  his 
family.  For  instance,  if  he  is  the  oldest,  and  has  considerable 
property,  while  the  others  have  little  or  none,  the  court  will  give 
'  the^i  maintenance,  or  a  part  of  maintenance,  oat  of  his  provision, 
as  apart  of  .the  maintenance  made  for  him,  though  to  be  appUed 
to  them,  looking  upon  him  as  the  head  of  the  family,  and  consid- 
ering it  to  be  for  his  benefit,  not  that  this  portion  of  his  fortune 
should  be  saved,  but  that  by  means  of  it  his  brothers  and  sisters 
should  be  honorably  brought  up.  And  the  narrow  circumstances 
of  a  father,  or  of  a  mother,  or  both,  have  also  been  considered  in 
fixing  the  infant's  allowance  for  maintenance.  (  Vide  Pierpoint  v. 
Lord  Cheney^  1  P.  Wma,  R,  493.  Harvey  v.  Marvey,  2  ib.  22. 
LaTwy  V.  Duke  of  Athol^  2  Ath  P,  447.  Petre  v.  Petre^  3  i  J.  511. 
JEx  parte  Petrey  7  Ves.  R,  403.  Tweddell  v.  TweddeU^  Turn.  & 
Ru8s.  P.  13.  HiU  V.  Chapman^  2  Pro.  Ch.  Cos.  231.  AUen  v. 
Coster^  1  Bern.  R.  202.) 

As  a  general  rule,  the  principal  must  not  be  broken  in  upon  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  infant,  but  the  courts  will  not  scruple  to 
do  so,  even  of  a  legacy  not  vested,  when  the  legacy  is  ^o  small  that 
the  interest  will  not  sufiice  to  give  the  infant  legatee  a  competent 
maintenance  and  education,  or  when  it  will  be  clearly  for  his  benefit 
that  a  sum  of  money  should  be  raised  for  that  purpose.  (JEt  parte 
Oreen^  1  Jac.  <&  Walk.  R.  253.  jEo  parte  Swift^  1  Ryan^  <& 
Moody^s  R.  576.  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  2  P.  Wma.  R.  23.  In  re 
Englamdy  1  Rvse.  ds  Mylne^s  R.  499.  Clay  v.  Pennington^  8  Sim. 
R,  359.)  Guardians  and  trustees,  however,  are  not  usually  per- 
mitted, of  their  own  authority,  to  break  in  upon  the  capital  of 
sums  belonging  to  an  infant,  although,  if  the  act  appeaiis  to  the 
court,  on  inquiry,  to  be  such  as  the  court  would  have  ordered  to 
be  done,  the  expenditure  will  be  protected  by  the  court.  (Car- 
michael  v.  Wilson,  3  Moll.  R.  84,  88.  Walker  v.  WetherdZ,  6  Ves. 
R.  474.) 

It  is  a  general  principle,  that  acts  done  by  a  guardian  withont 
authority  will  be  protected,  and  will  bind  the  infant,  if  they  turn 
out  eventually  beneficial  to  the  latter ;  but  the  guardian  does  snch 
acts  at  his  own  risk.  ( Vide  Earl  of  CTveeterfieldy.  Cromwell,  1  Eq. 
Al.  R.  287.    Smith  v.  Low,  1  Atk.  R.  489.) 

As  a  question  of  practice,  it  seems  that  in  an  administration  suit 
an  inquiry  as  to  the  propriety  of  maintenance  to  an  infant  may  be 
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directed  by  the  decree  at  the  hearing  of  the  case.  {Cross  v.  BeavaUy 
.5  Eng.  Z.  and  jEj.  R,  129.)  And  further,  that  the  conrt  may  direct 
a  referee  to  appoint  a  guardian  to  an  infant,  and  approve  of  proper 
maintenance,  to  be  inserted  in  the  decree  upon  the  hearing  of  a 
Buit,  without  any  petition  for  that  purpose  being  presented.  {Oroaa 
T.  Brown^  7  Eng.  L:and  Eg.  JR.  58.)  And,  generally,  in  ordinary 
cases,  when  the  estate  is  not  large,  the  court,  upon  petition,  will 
settle  a  due  inaintenanqie  upon  the  infants.  {Ex  parte  Whitfield,  2 
Aik.  B.  316.  JEc  parte  Thomas,  Ambler's  B.  146.  Ee  parte 
Kent,  3  Bro.  Ch.  B.  88.  Ex  parte  Salter,  2  Dkh.  R.  769.  Ex 
parte  Starhie,  3  Sim.  B.  339.  Clny  v.  Pennington,  8  ih.  359.) 
In  r^ard  to  this  practice,  Lord  Ilardwicke  said :  *'  There  may  be 
a  great  convenience  in  applications  of  this  kind,  because  it  may 
be  a  sort  of  check  upon  infants  with  regard  to  their  behavior ;  and 
it  may  be  an  inducement  to  persons  of  worth  to  accept  of  the 
guardianship,  when  they  have  the  sanction  of  this  court  for  any 
thing  they  do  on  account  of  maintenance ;  and,  likewise,  of  use, 
in  saving  the  expense  of  a  suit  to  an  infant's  estate."  {Ex  parte 
Whitfiddy  supra.) 

Such  are  the  rules  respecting  the  maintenance  of  infants  recog- 
nized generally  by  the  English  courts,  and  the  same  principles  are 
usually  accepted  by  the  American  courts. 

§  192.  Some  of  the  adjudged  cases  in  our  own  country  upon  the 
subject  of  the  support  and  maintenance  of  infants,  will  now  be 
briefly  referred  to ;  and  sufficient  to  put  the  reflecting  student  in 
possession  of  all  that  is  necessary  upon  the  subject. 

In  this  conntry,  maintenance  will  be  allowed  out  of  the  capital 
of  the  infant's  estate,  when  the  principal  is  small ;  otherwise  it 
must  be  out  of  the  interest  {Matter  of  BostmicJc,  4  Johns.  B. 
100),  thus  following  the  rule  laid  down  in  England. 

Where  an  estate  is  given  absolutely  to  a  class  of  infants  with 

benefit  of  survivorship,  maintenance  out  of  the  fund  may  be 

allowed  to  them ;  but  maintenance  cannot  be  allowed  to  an  infant 

•out  of  a  fund  which  belongs  contingently  to  others.    {Matter  of 

Bavisanj  6  Paige's  B.  136.) 

Where  an  estate  is  devised  to  an  infant,  with  a  limitation  over, 
in  case  he  should  die  without  issue  before  arriving  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  the  general  guardian  can,  at  most,  only  require  of  the 
executor  the  income  for  the  infant's  maintenance  and  support. 
{Bradley  v.  Af^idon,  10  Paige's  Ch.  B.  235.) 
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Where  tne  income  is  devised  to  a  female  for  life,  and  the  prin- 
cipal, upon  her  death,  to  her  children  surviving  her,  and  the  issne 
of  such  as  have  died,  maintenance  cannot  be  ordered  out  of  the 
principal,  though  the  mother  consent;  for  the  reason  that  imtil 
the  mother's  death,  it  is  utterly  uncertain  who  will  be  entitled 
to  the  principal.     {Matter  of  Eyder^  11  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  185.) 

The  court  will  not  allow  maintenance  on  behalf  of  an  infant, 
out  of  her  property,  where  there  is  any  other  sufficient  provision  or 
a  right  to  maintenance  which  can  be  enforced.  It  will  be  refused 
to  the  father,  where  he  is  of  sufficient  ability  to  maintain  and  bring 
up  his  child  without  it,  having  reference  to  her  situation  and 
prospects  in  life,  with  a  due  regard  to  the  claims  of  others  upon  his 
bounty.  (Matter  of  Kane^  2  Barl.  Ch.  E.  375.)  But  where  the 
children  were  wealthy,  and  their  father  in  moderate  circumstances, 
and  barely  sufficient  for  the  reasonable  maintenance  of  the  residue 
of  his  family,  the  court,  deeming  it  promotive  of  the  welfare  of 
the  children  that  they  should  live  with  their  parents,  ordered  the 
father  a  much  larger  allowance  for  their  education  and  support  in 
his  family,  including  compensation  as  guardian,  than  would  have 
beeu  necessary  if  they  were  maintained  at  a  boarding-school. 
{Matter  of  BurTce,  4  Sandfard^s  Ch.  R.  617.)  It  will  be  recol- 
lected that  this  is  in  accordance  with  the  English  practice  in  such 
cases. 

Another  rule  recognized  by  the  courts  of  this  country,  which  is 
precisely  the  same  as  that  in  England  upon  the  subject,  is  that 
where  there  is  any  valid  limitation  over,  however  contingent,  main- 
tenance cannot  be  allowed,  unless  provided  for  in  the  grant  or  will 
Where  the  fund  is  given  absolutely  to  a  class  of  infants,  with  the 
right  of  survivorship — that  is,  where  all  have  an  equal  chance  of 
surviving,  and  a  present  interest — an  allowance  may  be  made. 
If  those  not  in  ease  may  take,  as  if  to  children  bom  and  hereafter 
to  be  bom,  or  to  children ;  and  in  case  of  death  of  any  before 
twenty-one,  to  the  issue  of  the  latter,  or  limited  over  to  strangers, 
maintenance  will  be  denied.  {Matter  of  Turnery  10  'Barb.  R. 
652,  657.) 

It  is  the  primary  duty  of  the  general  guardian  of  an  infant  to 
provide  for  its  support,  maintenance  and  education.  He  stands 
m  loco  parentis  to  his  ward,  and  must  therefore  provide  for  him 
and  direct  his  education.  {Clark  v.  Montgomery ^  23  Barb.  B. 
464,  472.) 
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It  will  be  observed  that  the  foregoing  are  confined  to  cases 
decided  in  the  courts  of  New  York,  but  the  principles  are  applica- 
ble in  all  of  the  states. 

In  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
parents  of  infants  were  unable  to  maintain  them,  the  court  ordered 
them  to  be  maintained  out  of  their  own  property.  {Cvdworth  v. 
Thompson^  3  Dessau.  H.  258.)  But  a  guardian  is  not  authorized 
to  break  in  upon  the  capital  of  his  ward  for  his  maintenance, 
except  under  peculiar  circumstances ;  should  he  advance  beyond 
the  income,  as  a  general  rule,  he  will  not  be  allowed  interest  on  a 
balance  due  for  maintenance.  {McJDoweU  v.  Oaldwdl^  2  McCorcPs 
Ch,  R.  58.  Teagne  v.  Dendy^  lb,  211.  Sweet  v.  Sweet,  Speer^a 
Eq.  R.  309.) 

A  mother  who  has  only  a  bare  competence  for  herself,  and  lias 
minor  children  living  with  her,  who  are  entitled  to  large  estates, 
must  have  an  allowance  made  her  by  the  executor,  out  of  their 
estates,  fbr  the  maintenance  and  education  of  her  daughter,  and 
for  the  maintenance  of  her  sons.  {Haywood  v.  OuMeriy  4  Dessau. 
B.  445.) 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  decided  that,  as  a 
general  rule,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  go  beyond  the  income  of  a 
ward's  estate  for  his  maintenance  and  education,  but  that  the  court 
will  apply  a  part  of  the  capital  for  putting  him  out  in  life,  and  that, 
even  for  maintenance,  as  a  matter  of  necessity,  the  capital  may  be 
applied  when,  from  the  possession  of  property,  the  infant  cannot 
be  entitled  to  maintenance  as  a  pauper,  and  from  mental  imbecility, 
or  want  of  bodily  health  or  strength,  he  cannot  be  maintained  from 
the  profits  of  his  property,  nor  put  out  apprentice  and  maintained 
by  his  master ;  that  equity  has  the  power,  though  it  may  seldom 
be  wiUing  to  exercise  it,  to  take  the  capital  of  the  ward  and  apply 
it  for  maintenance,  either  future  or  past ;  and  that,  in  ordinary 
cases,  the  court  would  not  relieve  a  guardian  who,  without  its  pre- 
vious sanction,  had  made  expenditures  for  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  his  ward,  beyond  the  income  of  the  estate,  though  he 
might  have  acted  from  the  best  of  motives;  but  that  the  court 
will  reimburse  the'  guardian  out  of  the  estate  of  the  ward,  when 
the  expenditures  were  demanded  by  such  circumstances,  amount- 
ing, indeed,  to  physical  necessity,  as  would  have  compelled  any 
court  to  authorize  them  without  a  moment's  hesitation.  {Long  v. 
Norc(m^  2  IreddPs  Eg,  R.  354.) 
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From  the  aathorities  cited,  it  will  be  seen  that  there  is  a  uni- 
formity  of  doctrine  running  though  all  the  decisions  in  this  countiy 
upon  the  subject ;  and  upon  examination  of  the  cases,  it  will  be 
found  that  the  English  authorities  are  often  referred  to  and  recog- 
nized as  binding  authority  here. 

§  193.  With  reference  to  the  real  estate  of  an  infant,  it  may  be 
said  that  neither  a  court  of  law  nor  of  equity  has  any  inherent 
original  jurisdiction  to  direct  the  sale  of  it.  Iiord  Chancellor  Hart 
said,  in  a  recent  case,  "I  have  no  authority  to  bind  an  infant's 
legal  real  estate.  That  was  decided,  long  ago,  by  Lord  Ilardwicke, 
iu  Taylor  v.  Phillips.  The  chancellor  has  never  since  attempted 
to  deal  with  the  legal  inlieritahce  of  infants  without  the  aid  of 
parliament."  {liussel  v.  Russel^  1  Molloy^a  li.  525.)  The  juris- 
diction, therefore,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  rests  altogether  upon  the 
statute.  Independently  of  an  authority  derived  from  the  legis- 
lature, the  court  has  no  right  to  entertain  the  question  or  direct  a 
sale.  {GarmstoncY.  Gaunt^  \Collyer*8  li.  577.  Rogers  \.  DtU, 
6  miPs  [JV.  Y.]  R.  415,  417.  Onderdonh  v.  Matt,  34  Barb.  R. 
106.)  By  reason  of  this  rule,  statutes  exist,  both  in  England  and 
in  all.  of  the  American  States,  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  the 
courts  to  order  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  an  infant's  real  estate  in 
the  cases  specially  provided  for.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
it  is  declared  by  statute  that  any  infant  seised  of  any  real  estate, 
or  entitled  to  any  term  of  years  in  any  land«,  may,  by  his  next 
friend,  or  by  his  guardian,  ap])ly  to  the  supreme  court,  or  the 
county  court  of  the  county  within  which  the  real  estate  is  situated, 
for  the  sale  or  disposition  of  his  property  in  the  manner  directed 
by  such  statute.  And  whenever  it  shall  appear  satisfactorily  that 
a  disposition  of  any  part  of  the  real  estate  of  such  infant,  or  of  his 
interest  in  any  term  for  years,  is  necessary  and  proper,  eitlier  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  such  infant,  or  for  his  education, 
or  that  the  interest  of  such  infant  requires  or  will  be  substantially 
promoted  by  such  disposition,  on  account  of  any  part  of  his  said 
property  being  exposed  to  waste  and  dilapidation,  or  on  account  of 
its  being  wholly  unproductive,  or  for  any  other  peculiar  reasons  or 
circumstances,  the  court  may  order  the  letting  for  a  term  of  years, 
the  sale  or  other  disposition  of  such  real  estate  or  interest  to  be 
made  by  a  guardian  or  guardians  appointed  by  such  court,  in  such 
manner,  and  with  such  restrictions,  as  shall  be  deemed  expedient, 
though  no  real  estate,  or  tern\  for  years  can  be  sold  or  disposed  of 
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in  any  manner  against  the  provisions  of  any  last  will,  or  of  any 
conveyance,  by  which  such  estate  or  term  was  devised  or  granted 
to  such  infant.  (2  B.  S.  part  3,  ch,  1,  tit  2,  §§  170, 175,  176.  2 
Sua.  at  Large,  202,  203.  Code  of  Procedure,  §§  10,  30,  mb.  6. 
Laws  of  1847,  ch.  280,  §  16.) 

K  the  lands  proposed  to  be  sold  are  situated  in  the  city  6i  New 
York,  the  application  for  the  s^le  may  be  made  to  the  comi;  of 
common  pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York ;  or  if  such 
premises  are  situated  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Buffalo,  the 
application  may  be  made  to  tlie  superior  court  of  that  city.    {Laws 
of  1854,  ch.  96,  §  9,  and  ch.  198,  §  6.)    Similar  provisions  are  con- 
tain^ in  the  statutes  of  all  of  the  states,  some  providing  that  the 
estates  of  infants  may  be  sold  or  mortgaged  by  certain  specified 
csourts,  as  for  instance  in  Pennsylvania,  by  the  orphan's  court,  for 
the  education  and  support  of  such  infants,  or  for  the  payment  of 
their  debts,  or  when  the  property  is  going  to  decay  or  ninning 
down ;  in  others,  as  in  the  new  State  of  West  Virginia,  where  it  is 
provided  that  the  estate  of  a  minor  may  be  sold  when  his  guardian 
shall  think  his  interest  will  be  promoted  tliereby,  by  an  application 
by  the  guardian,  by  petition  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  county  in. 
which  the  estate  proposed  to  be  sold,  or  some  part  thereof,  may  be^ 
stating  plainly  the  situation,  etc,,  of  the  estate,  and  the  facts  show- 
ing the  propriety  of  the  sale.     At  the  sale  the  guardian   nor 
guardirji  ad  litem  (!an  be  a  purchaser.     A  conveyance  may  be 
ordered  by  the  court  to  be  executed  by  the  guardian.    No  sale  can  i 
be  made  against  the  provisions  of  any  will  or  conveyance  by  which 
tlie  estate  was  devised  or  granted  to  the  minor.    {Laws  of  1866,  ch. 
38.)    And  in  others,  as  in  several  of  the  western  states,  the  estates 
of  infants  may  be  sold  for  the  same  purposes  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  provided  in  the  State  of  New  York;  but  the  plan 
of  this  work  admits  of  only  a  statement  of  some  general  principles 
governing  such  transactions,  and  does  not  require  the  production 
of  the  laws  of  all  the  states  upon  the  subject. 

§  194.  Under  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York,  it  has  been 
held  that  it  is  a  sufficient  ground  to  authorize  a  sale  of  an  infant's 
real  estate  that  it  is  held  in  common  with  adults,  and  that  the 
value  of  the  property  is  small  in  comparison  with  the  expense  of  a 
partition  suit,  to  which  it  must  otherwise  be  subjected.  {Matter  of 
Congdon,  2  Paiges  Ji,  566.)  So,  when  the  situation  of  the  infant, 
as  regards  maintenance  and  education,  or  other  peculiar  circum- 
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stances,  calls  for  the  special  interposition  of  the  court,  or  tnat  the 
property  is  exposed  to  wa£te  and  dilapidation,  or  that  it  is  a  village 
lot  which  is  wholly  unproductive,  will  be  sufficient  grounds  for  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court  to  authorize  a  sale.  {Matter  (f 
Mason,  Hop.  CL  B.  122.) 

To  authorize  the  court  to  direct  a  sale  of  the  infant's  land,  the 
infant  must  be  ^iaed  of  the  property.  An  infant's  vested  remainder 
in  fee,  however,  may  be  sold  by  order  of  the  court  for  his  benefit; 
but  whether,  if  it  be  subject  to  open  and  let  in  afterbom  children, 
such  children  will  be  affected  by  the  sale,  is  a  question  not  definitely 
settled.  {Baker  v.  Larilhrd,  4  N.  T.  H.  257,  266,  267.)  But  it 
is  not  the  practice  of  the  court  to  authorize  the  sale  of  a  future 
interest  in  real  estate  belonging  to  infants,  except  under  very 
special  circumstances ;  and  it  is  never  done  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
increasing  the  income  of  the  adult  owner  of  a  present  interest  in 
the  estate.     {Matter  of  JoneSj  2  Barb.  Ch.  R.  22.) 

When  land  belonging  to  four  infants  was  sold  under  an  order 
recognizing  an  absolute  fee  in  an  undivided  fourth  part  as  residing 
in  each,  and,  on  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  taken  by  the  clerk 
for  the  purchase-money,  it  turned  out  that  each  had  a  vested  tee, 
determinable,  however,  upon  his  dying  without  issue  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  whereupon  his  estate  would  vest  in  the  survivors,  and 
that  one  had  so  died  since  the  sale,  the  court  held,  that  thougli  the 
sale  might  be  conclusive  as  to  the  purchaser's  title,  it  would  protect 
•  him  by  retaining  the  proceeds  of  such  share  until  proper  releases 
were  executed  to  him,  and  covenants  providing  against  a  similar 
occurrence.  {Davison  v.  De  Freest,  3  Sand.  Ch,  B,  456.)  A  sale 
of  real  estate  devised  to  an  infant,  if  ordered  by  the  court,  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  the  devise,  is  utterly  void,  arid  passes  no 
title  to  the  purchaser,  as  contravening  the  statute  upon  this  subject, 
even  though  "  the  interest  of  the  infant"  was  promoted  thereby. 
Such  cases  are  expressly  excepted  from  the  grant  of  power,  and  the 
court  is  just  as  destitute  of  jurisdiction  vrith  respect  to  them  as 
though  no  statute  existed.  {Rogers  v.  Dill,  6  HiWs  R,  415, 417. 
And  vide  Matter  of  Turner,  10  ^arh.  R,  653.) 

§  195.  In  the  State  of  New  Jersey  it  has  been  held,  that  the 
lands  of  an  infant  may  be  sold  for  his  benefit,  and  the  property 
changed  from  real  to  personal,  imder  the  authority  and  direction  of 
the  legislature  without  regard  to  the  interests  of  personal  repre- 
sentatives ;  that  the  validity  of  the  title  under  such  sale  does  not 
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depend  upon  the  assent  of  the  infant,  and  that  he  cannot  disaffinn 
the  sale  on  coming  of  age ;  and  further  that  the  authority  of  the 
l^islature  to  convert  the  property  of  an  infatit  from  real  to  per- 
BOBal  cannot  be  questioned ;  and  when  there  is  no  breach  of  trust, 
or  violation  of  good  faith,  or  sinister  design,  on  the  part  of  the 
guardian  who  applies  for  the  law,  the  act  cannot  be  impeached. 

It  was  further  held,  in  the  same  case,  that  courts  of  equity  may, 
and  firequently  do,  change  the  character  of  property  belonging  to 
infants ;  and  that  they  will  permit  guardians  or  trustees  to  do  it, 
when  it  is  manifestly  for  the  advantage  of  the  owner,  without 
reference  to  the  contingent  interests  of  real  or  personal  repre- 
sentatives, and  further,  that  when  the  property  of  an  infant  is 
changed,  by  authority  of  a  competent  tribunal,  from  real  to  per- 
sonal,  it  will,  upon  the  death  of  the  infant,  go  to  his  personal 
representatives ;  and  yet,  if  there  has  been  a  breach  of  trust,  as 
when  the  trustee  or  guardian  has  abused  the  trust,  and  changed 
the  quality  of  the  estate  to  subserve  his  own  interest,  there  arises 
an  equity  to  undo  the  act  in  favor  of  the  person  whose  rights  are 
injured ;  but  that  there  is  no  equity  between  the  personal  repre- 
sentative and  the  heir  as  such,  because  both  are  volunteers,  and 
each  must  take  what  they  find  at  the  death  of  the  person  entitled 
for  life  in  the  condition  in  which  they  find  it.  {SnawhiU  v.  Snow- 
hiUy  S  Oreen'a  Ch.  R,  20.) 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  it  has  been  held,  that  under  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state,  the  court  of  chancery  may  decree  a  sale  of  the 
property  of  au  infant  in  aU  cases,  when  it  manifestly  appears  to  be 
for  their  interest  that  such  sale  shall  take  place,  and  that  the  rights 
of  others  will  not  be  violated  thereby ;  and  further,  that  the  court 
also  has  power  to  direct  and  secure  the  investment  of  the  fund 
for  the  benefit  of  the  infant,  in  such  manner  as  to  the  court  may 
Beem  best.    {Garland  v..  Zovrnff,  1  Hand.  JR.  396.) 

In  Ohio,  when  an  administrator,  by  the  advice  of  the  family  and 
fiienda  of  an  infant  heir,  receives  the  rents  of  the  real  estate, 
and  applies  them  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  ancestor's  estate, 
instead  of  selling  the  infant's  land  for  that  purpose,  and  the  arrange- 
ment is  beneficial  to  the  infant,  his  administrator  cannot  afterward 
recover  such  rents  from  the  administrator  of  the  ancestor,  although 
the  arrangement  has  the  efiect  to  change  the  distribution  of  the 
infant's  estate  to  the  extent  of  the  rents  so  applied.  {Turjpin^a 
Administrator  v.  Turpin,  16  Ohio  S.  E.  270.) 
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§  196.  With  respect  to  the  proceedings  to  procure  the  sale  of  an 
infant's  real  estate,  they  are  always  regulated  by  statute  and  the 
rules  of  the  courts.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  pro- 
vided by  statute  that,  upon  the  application  to  the  court  for  the  sale 
or  other  disposition  of  the  real  estate  of  an  infant,  the  court  shall 
appoint  one  or  more  suitable  persons  guardians  of  such  infant,  in 
relation  to  the  proceedings  on  such  application,  who  must  give 
bond  to  the  infant,  to  be  filed  with  the  cleric  of  the  court,  in  such 
penalty,  with  such  sureties,  and  in  such  form,  as  the  court  shall 
direct,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  tmst 
imposed,  for  the  paying  over,  investing  and  accounting  for  all 
moneys  that  shall  be  received  by  such  guardians,  according  to  the 
order  of  any  court  having  authority  to  give  directions  in  the  prem- 
ises, and  for  the  observance  of  the  orders  and  directions  of' the 
court,  in  relation  to  the  said  trust ;  and  upon  the  filing  of  snch 
bond,  the  court  is  authorized  to  proceed  in  a  summary  manner,  bv 
reference  to  a  referee,  to  inquire  into  the  merits  of  such  apphca- 
tion.  (2  E.  S.  paH  8,  ch.  1,  tit  2,  §§  171, 172,  174.  2  SUit  <a 
Large,  202,  203.) 

By  the  rules  of  the  court,  it  is  provided  that  an  infant,  by  his 
general  guardian,  if  he  has  any,  and  if  there  is  none,  by  his  next 
friend,  may  present  a  petition,  stating  the  age  and  residence  of  the 
infant,  the  situation  and  valne  of  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
tlie  situation,  value  and  annual  income  of  the  real  estate  proposed 
to  be  sold,  and  tlie  particular  reasons  which  render  a  sale  of  the 
premises  necessary  and  proper;  and  praying  that  a  guardian  maj 
be  appointed  to  sell  the  same.  The  petition  must  also  state  the 
name  and  residence  of  the  person  proposed  as  such  guardian, 
the  relationship,  if  any,  which  he  bears  to  the  infant,  and  the 
security  proposed  to  be  given ;  and  the  petition  must  be  accom- 
panied by  affidavits  of  disinterested  persons^  or  other  proofs,  verify- 
ing the  material  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  in  the  petition, 
and  if  the  infant  is  of  the  age  of  fourteen,  he  is  required  to  join 
in  the  petition.  (/Swp.  (hurt  livlea^  No.  66.)  The  rules  of  the 
supreme  court  govern  the  county  courts  in  proceedings  relating  to 
the  sale  of  infant's  estate.    (Code  of  Proeedu/re^  §  470.) 

When  several  infants  are  interested  in  the  same  premises  as 
tenants  in  common,  the  application  in  behalf  of  all  must  be  joined 
in  the  same  petition,  although  they  may  have  several  general 
guardians.    {Sup.  Court  Jiidee^  No.  69.) 
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If  the  infant  is  over  fourteen,  and  resides  ont  of  the  state,  his 
signature  to  the  petition  will  be  dispensed  with.  {Edwards  on 
RefereeSj  398.)  If  the  infant  has  no  general  guardian,  that  fact 
ought  to  be  stated  in  the  petition.  {MaUer  of  Landng^  3  Paiges 
R  265.) 

The  application,  if  made  to  the  supreme  court,  must  be  made  at 
special  term,  and  the  proceedings  cannot  be  entertained  at  cham- 
bers. "Sound  policy  requires  that  the  supreme  court,  like  the 
temple  of  Janus,  should  sometimes  be  shut,  and  that  its  business 
should  be  done  at  regular  terms,  and  that  the  public  have  prior 
notice  of  its  sittings."  {MaUer  of  JBookhartj  21  £arb.  H.  348, 
351.)  The  same  rule  applies  when  the  application  is  made  to  the 
court  of  common  pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  or  to 
the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  Buffalo. 

If  the  application  is  made  to  the  county  court,  the  same  may  be 
made  in  term,  or  to  the  judge  at  chambers,  as  the  county  court  is 
always  open  for  the  transaction  of  any  business  for  which  no 
notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  an  opposing  party.  {Code  of  Pro- 
cedure^ §  31.) 

The  application  is  always  es^  parte^  and  the  petition  should  be 
addressed  to  the  proper  court.    {Matter  of  Bookhart^  supra,) 

%  197.  The  statute  above  cited  provides  that  the  court  shall 
appoint  one  or  more  suitable  persons  guardians  in  relation  to  the 
proceedings,  and  the  court  has  furtlier  provided  by  rule  that  "  if  it 
satisfactorily  appears  that  there  is  reasonable  ground  for  the  appli- 
cation, an  order  may  be  entered  appointing  a  guardian  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  application,  on  his  executing  and  filing  with  the  clerk 
the  requisite  security,  approved  of  as  to  its  form  and  manner  of 
execution,  by  a  justice  of  the  court  or  a  county  judge,  signified  by 
his  approbation  indorsed  thereon,  and  directing  a  referee  to  ascer- 
tain the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition,  and  whether  a  sale 
of  the  premises  or  any,  and  what  part  thereof,  would  be  beneficial 
to  the  infant,  and  the  particular  reasons  therefor ;  and  to  ascertain 
the  value  of  the  property  proposed  to  be  sold,  and  of  each  separate 
lot  or  parcel  thereof,  and  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which  it 
should  be  sold ;  and  whether  the  infant  is  in  absolute  need  of  any, 
and  what  part,  of  the  proceeds'of  the  sale  for  his  support  and  main- 
tenance, over  and  above  the  income  thereof,  and  his  other  property, 
together  with  what  he  might  earn  by  bis  own  exertions.  And  if /^ 
there  is  any  person  entitled  to  dower  in  the  premises,  who  is  will- 
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ing  to  join  in  the  sale,  also  to  ascertain  the  value  of  her  life  estate 
in  the  premises,  on  the  principle  of  life  annuities.  But  no  proceed- 
ings shall  be  liad  upon  such  reference  until  the  guardian  produces 
a  certificate  of  the  clerk,  that  the  requisite,  security  has  been  dnij 
proved  or  acknowledged,  and  filed  agreeably  to  the  order  of  the 
court,  and  which  certificate  shall  contain  the  name  of  the  officer  bj 
whom  it  was  approved,  and  shall  be  annexed  to  the  report."  {Sup, 
Cowrt  Bulesj  No.  67.) 

With  respect  to  the  special  guardian,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  part 
owner  of  the  property  who  is  also  a  creditor  against  the  infant's 
share,  ought  not  to  be  appointed,  however  responsible  and  correct 
his  general  conduct  may  be.  {Matter  of  Tiliotsons,  2  Edw,  Ch.  R, 
113.)  The  court  will  usually  appoint  the  general  guardian  of  the 
infant  the  special  guardian  in  these  cases,  and  another  person 
will  not  be  appointed  without  some  special  reason  shown  to  the 
court.  {Matter  of  Wilson^  2  Paig^e  R.  412.)  A  husband  cannot 
be  appointed  the  special  guardian  to  sell  the  estate  of  his  infant 
wife,  though  a  third  person  may  be  appointed  with  the  consent  of 
the  husband,  to  join  with  him  in  the  sale.  {Matter  of  Lansing^  3 
Padge^a  Gh.  P.  265.)  The  statute  with  respect  to  security  by  the 
guardian,  is  imperative,  and  cannot  therefore  be  dispensed  with, 
and  the  rule  provides  that  it  must  be  proved  or  acknowledged  in 
the  same  manner  as  deeds  of  real  estate,  and  the  sureties  are 
required  to  justify  in  the  usual  form.  {Sup.  Court  Pvlee^  Nos.  6, 67.) 
It  has  been  held,  that  when  a  piece  of  real  estate  was  ordered  to  be 
sold  for  the  benefit  of  five  infant  diildren,  and  the  guardian  gave 
to  each  infant  a  separate  bond,  under  the  rules  of  the  court,  with 
the  same  sureties,  who  justified  in  each  c^e  according  to  the  penalty 
in  each  bond  being  different  in  amount,  such  justification  was 
not  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  rules,  although  it  might  con- 
form to  the  letter.  The  sureties  being  the  same  in  each  case,  they 
should  have  justified  in  respect  to  their  ability,  as  to  the  aggregaie 
perudties  of  the  several  bonds.     {Anonymoue^  4  How.  Pr.  R.  414.) 

§  198.  The  referee  is  required  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  all  the 
matters  stated  in  the  rule,  and  make  his  report  to  the  court.  He 
should  take  testimony  as  to  facts,  either  by  reference  to  the  petition 
or  otherwise.  He  does  not  take  down  the  testimony  at  length,  bat 
he  must  examine  witnesses  as  to  the  facts  required  to  be  ascer- 
tained, and  not  rely  upon  the  petition  for  proof  of  the  facts,  and 
the  result  should  be  stated  in  the  report,  together  with  a  statement 
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of  the  particular  reasons  which,  in  his  opinion,  render  a  sale  neces- 
sary or  proper.  {Sup.  Court  BuleSy  No.  67.  AnA  vide  Matter  of 
MorreUy  4  Paige's  H.  44.)  If  the  referee  reports  in  favor  of  the 
application,  the  court  will  next  order  the  guardian  to  contract  for 
the  sale  or  other  disposition  of  the  property,  upon  terms  at  least  as 
favorable  as  those  specified  in  the  report.  After  the  special 
guardian  has  made  the  agreement  for  the  sale  or  other  disposition 
of  the  property,  in  pursuance  of  the  order,  he  must  report  the  same 
to  the  court  under  oath,  whereupon,  if  satisfactory,  the  court  will 
grant  an  order  confirming  the  report  and  authorizing  a  conveyance 
to  be  executed,  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  on  the  purchaser 
complying  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale.  All  sales,  leases, 
dispositions  and  conveyances,  made  in  good  faith  by  the  guardian, 
in  pursuance  of  such  orders,  when  so  confirmed,  will  be  valid  and 
effectual,  as  if  made  by  such  infant  when  of  full  age.  (2  M.  S. 
part  3,  ch.  1,  tit.  2,  §§  175, 177, 178.     2  Stat,  at  Large,  203.) 

The  special  guardian  cannot  have  an  order  requiring  the  pur- 
chaser to  take  the  property,  without  showing  a  legal  or  equitable 
and  binding  contract ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  a  special  guardian 
\rho  sells  property  of  an  infant,  under  an  order  of  court,  should 
enter  into  a  written  contract  with  the  purchaser,  subject  to  the 
ratification  of  the  court,  specifying  therein  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  the  sale,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  purchase-money 
is  to  be  secured,  and  the  time  of  payment.  And  the  written  con- 
tract sliould  be  signed  by  the  special  guardian  and  by  the  purchaser^ 
80  as  to  prevent  any  dispute  as  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
sale.    {Matter  of  Sazard,  9  Paige^s  B.  365.) 

The  order  confirming  the  report  of  the  special  guardian  of  his 
agreement  to  sell,  must  also  direct  with  respect  to  the  application 
and  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property,  and  the  investment 
of  the  surplus  belonging  to  the  infant,  so  as  to  secure  the  same  for 
his  benefit,  -and  iliust  direct  a  return  of  such  investment  and  dispo- 
sition to  be  made  on  oatli,  as  soon  as  may  be,  and  must  require 
accounts  to  be  rendered  periodically  by  any  guardian  or  other  per- 
son who  may  be  entrusted  with  the  disposition  of  the  income  of 
such  proceeds.  (2  R.  S.  part  3,  ch.  1,  tit.  2,  §  179.  2  Stai.  at  Large 
203, 204.)  The  sale,  however,  will  in  no  case  give  to  the  infant  any 
other  or  greater  interest  or  estate  in  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  than 
he  had  in  the  estate  so  sold,  but  the  proceeds  will  be  deemed  real 
estate  of  the  same  nature  as  the  property  sold.    {Ih.  §  180.)    The 
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statute  further  provides,  that  if  the  real  estate  of  the  infant  shall 
be  subject  to  dower,  and  the  doweress  shall  consent  in  writing  to 
accept  across  sum  in  lieu  of  such  dower,  or  the  permanent  invest- 
ment of  a  reasonable  sum,  in  such  nianner  as  that  the  interest 
thereof  be  made  payable  to  the  doweress  during  life,  the  court  may 
direct  the  payment  of  such  sum  in  gross,  or  the  investment  of  snch 
sum  as  shall  be  deemed  reasonable,  and  shall  be  acceptable  to  the 
doweress  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  the  sum  so  paid  or  inve!?ted 
must  be  taken  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  but  before  any  such 
sum  shall  be  paid  or  invested,  the  court  must  be  satisfied  tliat  an 
eiffectual  release  of  such  right  of  dower  has  been  executed.  (Ih. 
§§  181,  182.)  The  direction  with  respect  to  dower  should  be  con- 
tained in  the  order  confirming  the  guardian's  agreement  to  sell. 
In  case  a  mortgage  is  given  to  secure  the  purchase-money  or  any 
part  of  it,  it  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  the  treasurer  of  the 
county  in  which  the  sale  is  ordered,  or  such  other  county  treasurer 
as  the  court  shall  indicate ;  or  the  morfgage  may  run  to  the  gen- 
eral or  special  guardian  of  the  infant,  if  the  court  so  direct.  {Laxo% 
^1848,  ch.  277,  §§  1,  8.  Sup.  Court  Rules,  No.  81.)  The  mort- 
gage would  be  valid  if  taken  directly  to  the  infant  himself. 

§  199.  Tlie  conveyance  will  be  executed  to  the  purchaser  by  the 
special  guardian,  and  in  making  tlie  conveyance  he  must  follow 
strictly  the  order  of  the  court  directing  it.  When  tlie  order 
directed  infants  to  convey  all  their  interest  in  certain  real  estate, 
the  deed  to  be  executed  by  their  guardian  ad  litem,  in  the  name  of 
the  infants;  it  was  held  that  a  deed,  reciting  the  appointment 
of  the  special  guardian,  in  which  the  infants  were  named  as  parties 
of  the  first  part,  without  the  guardian's  name  being  mentioned,  and 
which  was  executed  and  acknowledged  by  the  infants,  and  by  their 
special  guardian  in  fact,  but  without  any  addition  to  his  signature 
indicating  the  character  in  which  he  executed  it,  was  not  pursuant 
to  the  order,  or  one  which  the  purchaser  was  bound  to  accept 
The  guardian  should  execute  the  deed  by  subscribing  the  name  of 
the  infant,  and  adding  "by  A  B,  his  special  guardian."  It  was 
further  held  in  the  same  case,  that  if  the  order  merely  directs  the 
infants  to  convey  their  interest,  pereonal  covenants  vested  in  the 
.deed  executed  on  their  behalf,  are  void.  {HyaM  v.  Seeley,  11  N. 
T.  R.  52.  Matter  of  Windle,  2  JEdw.  Ch.  R.  585.)  But  it  has 
been  held  by  the  supreme  court,  at  general  term,  in  a  case  not 
reported,  that  where  the  county  court  ordered  a  sale  of  the  infant's 
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real  ^tate,  and  directed  the  special  guardian  to  contract  tberefor, 
and  he  contracted  in  his  own  name  as  special  guardian,  \i'hich  the 
court  approved  and  directed  him  to  convey,  the  deed  executed  by 
him  in  his  own  name,  as  spepial  guardian,  and  not  purporting  to  be 
made  by  the  infant  by  him  as  such  guardian,  was  duly  executed. 
It  was  further  held  that  in  such  a  case  tlie  conveyance  is  by  the 
court,  and  tlie  guardian,  in  executing  it,  acts  only  as  its  otticer,  like 
the  sheriff,  or  a  master  in  chancery,  in  conveying  upon  other  judi- 
cial sales.     (Ely  v.  LessleTj  Oct,  Gen,  Term^  1858,  not  reported,) 

§  200.  An  order  of  the  court  authorizing  and  directing  the  sale 
of  an  infant's  real  estate,  fraudulently  obtained,  is  of  no  validity 
whatever,  and  the  order,  and  all  of  the  proceedings  founded 
tliereon,  for  tlie  purpose  of  obtaiDing  the  title  of  the  infants  to  such 
real  estate,  will  be  annulled,  vacated  and  set  aside,  whenever 
such  fraud  is  made  to  appear.  Fraud  not  only  vitiates  all  sales 
and  conveyances  into  which  it  enters,  hut  the  power  and  authority 
to  sell  and  convey,  also,  from  whatever  source  derived.  An  order 
giving  a  party  authority  to  sell  and  convey,  fraudulently  obtained 
from  a  court,  is  no  better  than  a  power  fraudidently  derived  from 
the  party  whose  rights  are  injuriously  affected  by  it.  It  may  also 
be  annulled  at  tlie  instance  of  the  party  making  the  sale,  upon 
establishing  the  fraud,  at  least  as  to  all  persons  who  wei*e*  parties 
or  privies  to  such  fraud.    {Clark  v  Underwoody  17  Barb.  H.  202.) 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  compel  an  unwilling  purchaser  in 
these  cases  to  take  a  dovhtfvl  title.  At  lawj  when  a  party  seeks 
to  disaffirm  and  rescind  a  contract  of  sale,  and  to  recover  back  the 
deposit  of  his  purchase-money,  on  the  ground  of  a  defective  title, 
he  mnst  satisfy  the  court  that  the  title  is  absolutely  had  before  he 
can  recover ;  but  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equity  powers, 
may  give  relief  in  case  of  a  doubtful  title.  {O^Iieilly  v.  King^  28 
How.  Pr.  R.  403.     Vide  Pitcher  v.  Cosier,  4  Sand.  Ch.  B.  1.) 

An  objection  that  the  special  guardian  of  the  infant  entered  into  a 
contract  of  sale  conjointly  with  the  adult  owners,  and  that  the 
deed  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  was,  in  like  manner,  executed  by 
the  guardian  with  the  otiier  owners,  will  not  be  regarded.  That 
other  parties,  owning  other  interests,  joined  in  the  same  contra^ 
arid  deed,  could  not  deprive  either  instrument  of  its  binding  effect 
upon  all  parties  concerned.  {O^JReiUy  v.  ^mjr,  supra.)  The 
statute  providing  for  the  sale  or  other  disposition  of  the  real  estate 
of  infants  by  th^  courts,  applies  only  to  cases  in  which  the  legal 

39 
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title  is  in  the  infants,  though  courts  of  equity  have  inherent  juris- 
diction, independently  of  statute,  to  order  a  sale  of  the  equiiMe 
estates  of  infants.  ( Wood  v.  Mather^  38  Barh.  R.  473.)  When 
infants  hold  land  as  tenants  in  commpn,  determinable  as  to  each 
on  his  death  without  issue,  and  his  interest,  upon  such  contingency, 
to  go  to  the  survivors,  and,  on  the  proper  application,  the  court 
directs  the  sale  of  the  land,  it  will  be  deemed  that  the  court 
intended  that  the  whole  title  should  be  acquired  by  the  purchaser, 
and  on  any  of  the  proceeds  coming  within  the  control  of  the  court, 
it  will  require  the  infants,  on  coming  of  age,  to  convey  to  the  pur- 
chaser, as  a  condition  of  receiving  such  proceeds.  {Damson  v. 
De  Freest,  3  Scmd.  Ch.  R.  466.) 

§  201.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  an  infan* 
under  an  order  of  the  court  are  to  be  deemed  real  estate  by  the 
statute,  and  if  the  infant  be  a  feme-covert^  the  money  cannot  be 
paid  to  her  husband  on  her  petition ;  but  on  her  coming  of  age,  it 
may  be  paid  to  him  on  their  petition,  if  the  court  is  satisfied  upon 
a  private  examination  of  her,  apart  from  her  husband,  that  she 
signed  the  petition  voluntarily,  without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of 
her  husband,  and  adheres  to  its  prayer.  {Matter  of  JFinch^  darliz 
Ch.  R.  538.) 

In  anbther  similar  case,  in  the  supreme  court,  it  was  held  that, 
by  the  sale  of  the  land  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  there  was 
no  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into  personalty,  but  that  the  pro- 
ceeds were  impressed  with  the  same  real  uses  which  attached  to  the 
real  estate  before  the  sale ;  and  that  such  proceeds  descended,  as 
the  real  estate  would  have  done,  to  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  infant, 
and  did  not  go  to  her  personal  representatives,  for  distribution 
among  the  next  of  kin  and  others  entitled  thereto.  {Shumway  v. 
Cooper,  16  Barb,  R.  656.)  But  the  court  of  appeals  have  held 
that  the  statute  does  not  permanently  impress  the  character  of 
realty  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  upon  the  infant's  coming  of 
age,  he  becomes  capable  of  controlling  and  disposing  of  such  proceeds 
and  if  he  takes  the  control  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  given  on  the 
sale  of  his  land  while  an  infant,  such  bond  and  mortgage  will  be 
deemed  personal  property.  {Forerrum  v.  Marsh,  11  N,  Y.  R,  644.) 
If  the  proceeds  <5f  the  sale  exceed  five  hundred  dollars,  and  the 
guardian  has  not  given  security  by  mortgage  upon  real  estate,  he 
must  bring  the  proceeds  into  court,  or  invest  the  same  under  the 
direction  of  the  court  for  the  use  of  the  infant ;  and  the  guardian 
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will  onlj  be  entitled  to  receive  so  much  of  the  interest  or  increase 
thereof  from  time  to  time,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  support  and 
maiutenance  of  the  infant,  without  the  order  of  the  court.  (Sup. 
Court  HtdeSj  No,  69.)  When  the  money  is  brought  into  court,  it 
must  be  paid  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  in  which  the  sale 
was  ordered ;  or,  if  the  sale  was  ordered  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
the  money  must  be  paid  over  to  the  chamberlain  of  the  city. 
[Laws  of  1848,  ch.  277,  §  1.) 

No  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  an  infant 
most  be  paid  over  to  his  general  guardians,  except  so  much  thereof 
of  the  interest  or  income  from  time  to  time  as  may  be  necessary 
for  his  support  or  maintenance,  imless  such  guardian  has  previously 
given  sufficient  security  on  unencumbered  real  estate  to  account 
to  the  infSEtnt  for  the  same,  in  the  usual  form.  {Sup.  Court  HtdeSy 
Fo.  62.  And  vide  Zaw8  of  1848,  ch.  277,  §  8.)  The  costs  of  the 
proceedings  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  and  these 
costs  are  to  be  allowed  by  the  court.  If  the  infant's  interest  in 
the  property  sold  does  not  exceed  one  thousand  dollars,  the  whole 
costs,  including  disbursements,  cannot  exceed  twenty-five  dollars. 
{Sup.  Court  HtdeSy  No.  69.)  If  the  interest  in  the  property  exceeds 
five  hundred  dollars,  the  costs  may  be  allowed  according  to  the 
rate  for  similar  services  in  civil  actions.  Laws  of  1854,  ch. 
270,  §  3.) 

§  202.  According  to  the  old  practice,  when  the  sale  has  been 
consummated  by  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  and  the 
delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  purchaser,  the  guardian  should  make 
his  final  report  to  the  court,  stating  the  facts  of  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  conveyance,  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
and  the  disposition  of  the  same,  and  the  deductions  made  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  for  costs,  all  in  a  plain,  business-like  manner ; 
on  which  the  court  will  grant  an  order  confirming  the  report  and 
the  sale  and  conveyance,  and  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds.  (2 
Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  217^)  This  is  not  required  by  any  statute,  or 
express  rule  of  court,  but  in  analogy  to  similar  proceedings  in  a 
court  of  equity,  it  is  safer  to  make  the  report  and  obtain  such 
order. 

All  the  proceedings  in  the  cases  of  special  guardianship  to  sell 
infant's  estates  must  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  where  the 
order  of  appointment  of  the  guardian  was  entered.  {Matter  of 
Seaman,  2  Paig^e  B.  409.) 
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%  203.  In  the  State  of  Eentackj,  a  gnardian  applying  to  the 
circnit  court  for  an  order  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  infants,  is 
required  by  statute  to  give  bond  for  the  fSuthful  performance  of 
the  trusty  before  the  decree  is  rendered ;  also,  to  report  his  pro- 
ceedings under  the  decree  to  the  court.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale 
in  such  cases,  are  to  be  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  the  infimts, 
according  to  the  order  of  the  court  decreeing  the  sale,  and  not 
otherwise.     (  Winlock  v.  Winlochj  1  Dana^s  JR,  382.) 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  the  proceeds  of  land  sold  for 
partition  under  the  statute,  to  which  an  infant  is  entitled,  remain 
real  estate  until  the  infant  comes  of  age,  and  elects  to  take  them  as 
money ;  and  if  the  infant  be  a  female  and  nlarry,  and  her  guardian, 
to  whom  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  had  been  paid  by  order  of  the 
court  of  equity,  pay  the  same  to  her  husband,  upon,  her  death, 
they  will  descend  as  land  to  her  real  representatives,  and  this, 
whether  she  married  and  died  before  or  after  she  became  of  age; 
if  in  the  latter  case,  she  never  elected  herself  while  sole  to  take 
such  proceeds  as  money,  nor  consented  in  the  manner  provided  by 
law  after  marriage,  that  her  husband  should  so  take  them.  {SeuU 
V.  Jemigan^  2  Deo.  c6  BaM.  R.  144.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  guard- 
ian, who  has  obtained  license  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  his  ward, 
purchases  the  same  himself,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  the  sale  is 
voidable  only  by  the  ward,  and  as  against  the  guardian,  or  a  par- 
chaser  claiming  under  him  with  knowledge  of  the  circumstances 
of  the  sale ;  but  not  as  against  one  to  whom,  before  it  is  so 
avoided,  he  conveys  or  mortgages  the  estate  for  a  valnable  con- 
sideration, and  without  notice  that  it  had  been  bought  at  the 
guardian's  sale  for  the  guardian's  benefit.  (  Wyman  y.  Husbon^  2 
Gray'B  R.  141.) 

§  204.  In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  statute  also  provides  that 
the  supreme  court  may  decree  and  compel  a  specific  performance, 
by  any  infant  heir  or  other  person,  of  any  bargain,  contract  or 
agreement  made  by  any  party  who  may  die  before  the  perforniance 
thereof,  on  petition  of  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased,  or  of  any  person  or  persons  interested  in  such  bar- 
gain, contract  or  agreement,  and  on  hearing  all  parties  concerned, 
and  being  satisfied  that  the  specific  performance  of  such  bargain, 
contract  or  agreement  ought  to  be  decreed  or  compelled.  (2  R.  S. 
paH  3,  ch,  1,  tiL  2,  §  169.    2  Stat,  at  Large,  202.)    The  county 
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conrt  also  has  jnrisdiction  in  these  cases.  {Code  of  Procedurey 
§  30,  8uh.  7.) 

It  has  been  held,  under  this  statute,  that  the  infant  heir  will  not 
be  compelled,  in  the  conveyance,  to  enter  into  personal  covenants, 
in  puTsaance  of  an  agreement  made  by  an  ancestor ;  but  the  heir 
can  be  compelled  to  convey,  in  pursuance  of  such  conitract,  although 
the  heir  is  not  named  in  the  contract,  (iZSS  v.  Heesegteriy  11 
Barb.  B.  162.  Matter  of  £Uuon,  2  Johns.  Oh.  JR.  20.)  It  has 
also  been  held  that  where  a  bill,  for  a  specific  performance  of  & 
contract,  is  filed  against  the  heir  of  the  party  who  made  the  con- 
tract, and  such  heir  is  a  luiiatic,  neither  the  lunatic  nor  his  estate 
can  be  charged  with  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  and,  in  no  case,  will  the 
heir  be  charged  with  such  costs,  where  no  application  had  been 
made  to  him-  to  carry  into  effect  the  contract,  previous  to  filing  the 
bill,  and  there  has  been  no  refusal  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the 
heir  to  execute  the  contract.    {Swartwout  v.  Burr^  1  Barb.  B.  495.) 

The  proceedings  in  these  cases  are  similar  to  the  proceedings  in 
cases  of  applications  to  sell  an  infant's  real  estate,  and  it  is,  there- 
fore, unnecessary  to  give  the  particulars  here. 

§  205.  The  statute  of  the  State  of  New  York  also  provides  that 
whenever  any  infant  shall  be  seised  or  possessed  of  any  lands,  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments,  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  in  trust  only  for 
others,  the  supreme  court,  on  the  petition  of  the  guardian  of  such 
infant,  or  of  any  person  in  any  way  interested,  may  compel  such 
infant  to  convey  and  assure  such  lands,  tenements  and  heredita- 
ments to  any  other  person,  in  such  manner  as  the  said  court 
Bhall  direct.  (2  B.  S.  part  3,  ch.  1,  tit  2,  §  167.  2  Stat,  at  Zarge, 
202.) 

In  c^ases  under  this  statute  the  court  will  appoint  some  proper 
person  to  execute  a  legal  conveyance.  {De  Barante  v.  Gott,  6 
Barb.  B.  492.)  And  all  of  the  proceedings  are  similar  to  those  in 
applications  for  the  sale  of  an  infant's  real  estate,  and  the  practice 
need  not  be  repeated  here. 

In  all  of  these  cases  the  application  is  regarded  as  a  special  pro- 
ceeding, within  section  eleven  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and  an 
appeal  may  therefore  be  taken  from  the  order  therein  to  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  if  made  at  a  special  term  or  by 
the  county  court ;  and  from  the  decision  at  general  term  an  appeal 
may  be  taken  to  the  court  of  appeals.  {Hyatt  v.  Seeley^  11 N.  Y. 
R.  52.    Lavoa  of  1857,  ch.  723,  §  19.) 
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The  costs  of  the  appeal,  in  these  cases  of  special  proceediDgs,  are 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  are  governed  by  the  Code  of 
Procedure.  {The  People  v.  SlnMi&oant^  9  How.  Pr.  £.  304.  Jh 
People  V.  Cdlbome,  20  ib.  378.) 

This  brings  us  naturally  to  the  conclusion  of  the  treatise  upon 
the  subject  of  infants.  It  is  presumed  that  the  survey  here  given 
will  enable  the  attentive  student  to  determine  the  law  applicable 
to  every  case  of  infancy  which  may  arise  in  his  practice. 


PART  II. 


THE    LAW    OP    COVERTURE 


CHAPTEE  XVin. 

THE  OOBCHON  LAW  DOOTBINE  OF  OOYEBTUBE — THE  OEmEBAL  DISABILnT 
OF  THB  WIFB — ^HnrUAL  DISABILinES  IKOIDEIIT  TO  THE  ICABBIAOB 
VSIOS. 

< 

§  206.  The  subject  of  coverture  is  becoming  more  and  more 
important,  and  the  rights  of  married  women  are  becoming  more 
and  more  a  subject  of  inquiry.  In  all  heathen  nations  woman  is 
the  ignorant  slave  or  the  degraded  plaything  of  the  man,  regarded 
by  him  as  fit  only  for  the  lowest  drudgeries,  and  to  minister  to  his 
sensual  passions  and  pleasures.  In  Christian  nations  she  is  the 
companion  of  man,  and  considered  his  equal;  and,  in  many  of 
the  States,  she  is  recognized  as  a  being  in  every  respect  worthy  to 
share  widi  man  the  highest  culture,  and  to  enjoy  equally  with  him 
the  rights  of  property.  The  legislation  of  the  country  has  xmder- 
gone  a  great  change  upon  this  subject  within,  the  last  fifty  years, 
and  not  only  are  laws  passed  to  secure  to  married  women  the  con- 
trol and  disposition  of  their  property,  but  the  question  is  seriously 
agitated,  both  here  and  in  England,  whether  the  elective  franchise 
ought  not  to  be  extended  to  women  equally  with  men ;  and,  upon 
purely  abstract  principles,  much  is  said  in  favor  of  the  proposition. 
It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  ^^  merely  natural  reasons,  such  as 
difference  of  sex,"  will  prevail  against  any  abstract  principle,  and 
that  some  time  will  yet  ensue  before  true  women  will  claim  the 
right  of  suffi*age  for  themselves.  Nature  seems  to  have  assigned  to 
females  a  more  limited  sphere  of  action  than  to  males,  and  hence 
they  may  very  properly  be  excluded  from  a  participation  in  public 
affaire.  But  the  law  of  coverture  is  becoming  a  very  interesting 
and  important  branch  of  English  and  American  jurisprudence,  and 
makes  a  very  prominent  and  extensive  article  in  the  codes  of  all 
civilized  nations. 
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%  207.  The  word  coverture,  in  law,  signifies  the  state  of  a  married 
woman,  for  the  reason  that  she  has  always  been  regarded  as  nnder 
the  cover  or  the  power  of  her  husband,  and,  because  she  should 
always  be  under  his  wing  and  protection.  A  married  woman, 
therefore,  'is  called,  in  law-French,  a  feme-covert  foemina  viro 
oocfperta.  The  origin  of  this  term  is  not  certain.  Among  the 
ancient  Komans  the  modesty  of  the  bride  was  so  much  consulted 
that,  upon  the  delicate  occasion  of  her  nuptials,  she  was  led  to  the 
home' of  her  husband  covered  with  a  veil ;  and  it  is  quite  probable 
that  the  term  originated  in. this  custom.  But  whatever  the  origin 
of  the  term,  time  out  of  memory  the  condition  of  woman  during 
her  marriage  has  been  called  her  coverture.  By  the  marriage  the 
husband  and  wife  are  one  person  in  law,  and  upon  this  principle  of 
a  union  of  person  depend  almost  all  the  legal  rights,  duties  and 
disabilities  that  either  husband  or  wife  acquire  by  the  marriage. 
For  this  reason  a  husband  cannot,  by  any  conveyance  at  common 
law,  give  an  estate  or  grant  any  thing  to  his  wife,  or  enter  into 
covenant  with  her ;  for  the  grant  would  be  to  suppose  her  separate 
Existence,  and  to  covenant  with  her  would  be  only  to  covenant  with 
himself;  and  what  is  true  of  the  husband  in  this  respect  is  also 
true  of  the  wife.  Neither  husband  nor  wife  can  contract  with  the 
other  at  common 'law,  although  each  may  enter  into  covenant  or 
contract  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  through  the  intervention  of  a 
trustee ;  and  some  of  the  transactions  between  husband  and  wife 
may  be  supported  by  a  court  of  equity.  It  myy  also  be  laid  down 
as.  a  general  proposition  that  all  compacts  made  between  husband 
and  wife  when  single  are  nullified  by  the  interman-iage.  Thus,  at 
law,  if  a  man  make  a  bond  or  contract  to  a  vroman  before 
marriage,  and  they  afterward  marry,  the  bond  or  contract  is  dis- 
charged; or  if  two  men  make  a  bond  or  contract  to  a  woman,  and 
one  of  them  marries  her,  the  bond  or  contract  is  dischai^ed. 
(  Vide  1  Black.  Com.  4A2^  n.  40.)  There  are,  however,  covenants 
and  contracts  by  a  man  with  a  woman  which  are  not  destroyed  by 
their  marriage,  and  these  will  be  noted  hereafter. 

§  208.  At  common  law  the  personal  existence  of  a  married  woman, 
for  most  purposes,  is  merged  in  that  of  her  husband ;  and,  especially 
in  matters  of  contract,  she  is  subject  to  a  greater  disability  than 
infants.  This  was  not  the  fact  among  the  Anglo-Saxons,  but  such 
has  been  the  rule  ever  since  the  adoption  of  the  feudal  system.  The 
rule  ^^  that  the  husband  and  the  wife  are  in  law  but  one  person," 
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did  not  exist  in  the  enlightened  system  of  Boman  jurisprad^ice, 
from  which  die  common  law  haa  derived  the  most  durable  as  well 
as  the  most  valuable  of  its  rules  and  maxims,  nor  has  it  ever  pre* 
vailed  in  other  countries,  where  the  law  as  a  science  has  been 
studied  as  profoundly,  and  interpreted  as  comprehensively,  as  by 
the  jurists  of  England.  In  all  these  countries  the  hasband  and 
wife  are  considered  as  two  distinct  persons,  and  may  have  separate 
estates,  contracts,  debts  and  injuries,  and  may  also  by  agreement 
with  each  other  have  a  community  of  interest. 

Dr. 'Hartley,  a  metaphysician  of  the  last  cwtury,  who  wrote  a 
book  of  some  reputation,  entitled  "  Observations  upon  Man,"  sup- 
ports the  maxim  of  the  English  law,  that  man  and  wife  are  to  be 
regarded  as  but  one  person,  by  the  broad  declaration  that  the 
authority  of  the  man  over  the  wife  is  but  a  mark  of  our  degenerate 
state,  by  reason  of  which  dominion  must  be  placed  somewhere,  and 
therefore  in  the  man.  {Gavld  v.  Oovld^  29  Zfiw.  Pr.  R.  463,  d/i^ 
ienUng  opinion  of  Jttdge  Daly,)  ^^  The  wife  was  precluded  from 
the  enjoyment  of  property,  for  whatever  belonged  to  her  while 
single,  or  came  to  her  while  covert,  passed  absolutely  to  the 
husband,  or  fell  under  his  dominion.  In  vulgar  phrase,  what  was 
hers  became  his,  and  what  was  his  remained  his  own ;  she  could 
possess  nothing  to  her  separate  use;  she  could  ^alienate  nothing  in 
her  life-time ;  she  could  bequeath  nothing  by  her  death."  {Mac- 
queen  an  Husband  and  Wife^  283.) 

The  contracts  of  in&nts,  as  we  have  seen,  are,  for  the  most  part, 
only  voidable,  while  those  of  married  women  are,  with  few  excep- 
tions, absolutely  void.  But  the  disabilities  incident  to  infancy  and 
coverture,  arise  on  grounds  very  different  from  each  other.  Those 
attached  to  infancy  are  designed  as  a  protection  for  the  inex- 
perienced against  the  fraudulent ;  while  those  incident  to  coverture 
are  the  simple  consequence  of  the  authority  which  the  law  recog^ 
nizes  in  the  husband.  The  law  regards  it  as  necessary  for  the 
preservation  of  peace,  that  when  two  or  more  persons  are  destined 
to  pass  their  lives  together,  one  should  possess  the  pre-eminence,  in 
order  to  prevent  or  terminate  disputes ;  and  the  reason  Why  this 
preeminence  is  vested  in  the  man  is,  because  he  is  the  stronger, 
and  it  was  also  supposed  that  the  man,  by  his  education  and  manner 
of  life,  acquires  more  experience,  more  aptitude  for  business,  and 
more  judgment,  than  the  woman.  Of  course  there  are  exceptions 
in  this  respect,  but  the  law  designs  to  keep  in  view  the  ordinary 
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course  of  things,  and  those  who  would  entirely  abrogate  this  rule, 
unwittingly  hold  out  to  the  woman  a  dangerous  snare.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  rule  of  the  common  law  is  in  many  respects  cruel 
and  oppressive,  and  not  in  accordance  with  the  existing  state  of 
society ;  but  in  making  the  changes  that  are  at  present  going  on, 
great  caution  is  needed,  ^^  in  order  to  improve  and  liberalize  the 
marital  relation,  without  inflicting  upon  it  great  injury."  (1  Par- 
dons on  Con.  284.) 

§  209.  Says  Sir  Thomas  Smith :  "  The  naturalist  and  first  con- 
junction of  two  toward  the  making  a  further  society  of  continu- 
ance, is  of  the  husband  and  wife,  each  having  care  of  the  family; 
the  man  to  get,  to  travel  abroad,  and  to  defend ;  the  wife  to  ^ve, 
to  stay  at  home,  and  to  distribute  that  which  is  gotten,  for  the 
nurture  of  the  children  and  family ;  which  to  maintain,  God  has 
given  the  man  greater  wit,  better  strength,  better  courage,  to 
compel  the  woman  to  obey,  by  reason  or  force ;  and  to  the  woman, 
beauty,  fair  countenance,  and  sweet  words,  to  make  the  man  obey 
her  again  for  love.  Thus  each  obeys  and  commands  the  other; 
and  they  two  together  rule  the  house,  so  long  as  they  remain  in 
one."    (Smithes  Commonwealth  of  England^  hook  1,  ch,  2.) 

The  great  apostle  to  the  Gentiles,  in  his  reference  to  the  sacred 
relation  of  husband  and  wife,  exhorts  the  wife  to  be  subject  to  her 
own  husband  for  her  good ;  and  to  render  this  submission  more 
easy,  beneficial  and  comfortable,  the  husband  is  commanded  to 
love  his  wife,  with  that  tender,  constant,  faithful  and  compassionate 
affection  which  Christ  showed  to  his  church,  saying :  ^^  So  ought 
men  to  love  their  wives  as  their  own  bodies;"  adding:  "he  that 
ioveth  his  wife,  loveth  himself."  {Ephesians^  ch,  5,  veraes  22, 25, 28.) 
Here  is  declared  the  true  effect  which  should  follow  the  union  of 
husband  and  wife  as  one  person,  according  to  the  principle  of  the 
common  law,  which  is  recognized  by  the  codes  of  all  Christian  and 
civilized  nations. 

§  210.  In  treating  further  of  the  powers  and  faculties  which  the 
policy  of  the  common  law  withholds  from  married  women,  it  may 
be  asserted  that  every  agreement  entered  into  by  a  married  woman, 
especially  while  living  with  her  husband,  without  the  express  or 
implied  consent  of  her  husband,  is  absolutely  void  (  Warihington 
v.  Tbimgy  6  Ohio  JR.  313) ;  nor  can  a  married  woman,  at  common 
law,  be  sued  for  any  cause  whatever,  without  her  husband  be 
joined  with  her  in  the  process. 
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At  common  law,  the  separate  deed  of  a  married  woman  convey- 
ing her  real  estate  is  Toid ;  and  this  is  the  rule,  though  she  has 
received  the  full  consideration  for  the  land  conveyed,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds were  actually  necessary  for  her  maintenance  and  support. 
{Stoops  V.  Blackford^  27  Penn,  B.  213.  Michaa^ds  v.  McGleHand^ 
2ft  ib.  385.)  So,  also,  a  feme^covert  is  incapable  of  making  a 
contract  that  can  be  enforced  in  any  manner  against  her.  Her 
disability  in  this  respect,  though  like  that  of  an  infant,  is  even  more 
complete.    {Keen  v.  Hatman^  48  Penn.  JS.  497,  499.) 

A  deed  of  the  wife's  land,  executed  by  both  husband  and  wife, 
but  not  delivered  during  her  life-time,  cannot  be  rendered  effectual 
to  pass  the  estate  as  against  the  heirs  of  the  wife,  by  a  delivery 
after  her  decease.  {Schoetiberger^s  Exre.  v.  ZooJc^  84  PermsyVoania 
B.  24.) 

The  wife  may  join  with  her  husband  in  the  execution  of  a  deed 
of  real  estate  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  statute ;  but  at  com- 
mon law,  if  such  a  deed  be  defective,  it  cannot  be  rectified  as  to 
the  wife.  {Ca/rr  v.  WiUiamie,  10  Ohio  B.  805.  Pv/rceU  v.  Gor- 
hamj  17  tS.  105.)  But  now,  by  an  express  enactment  of  the  Ohio 
legislature,  such  a  deed  may  be  corrected  on  application  to  the 
court.    {Oorham  v.  Pv/roeU^  11  Ohio  St  B.  641.) 

In  order  that  the  wife  may  be  bound  by  her  deeds  or  her  con- 
tracts, she  must  in  all  cases  pursue  the  course  pointed  out  by  the 
statute.  {Needles  v.  Needles^  7  Ohio  St.  B.  432.)  And  a  deed 
not  in  accordance  with  the  statute  is  a  nullity ^  and,  as  a  contract 
for  a  conveyance,  it  is  alike  null  and  void.  {MiUer  v.  JBine^  13 
Ohio  /».  B.  565.) 

A  feme-covert  is  incapable  of  executing  a  power  of  attorney, 
but  her  husband  may  appear  and  act  for  her  in  any  case  in  which 
she  may  be  heard  without  a  power  of  attorney.  {Morris  v.  Gar- 
rison, 27  Penn.  B.  226.) 

Indeed,  by  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  a  feme-covert,  in 
general,  can  do  no  act  to  bind  herself;  she  is  said  to  be  svh  potes- 
iate  viri,  and  subject  to  his  will  and  control.  Her  acts  are  not  like 
those  of  infants,  and  some  other  disabled  persons,  voidable  only; 
but  are,  in  general,  absolutely  void  cd>  initio.  { Vide  EUiott  v. 
Pdrsa,  1  Peters'  B.  388.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  married  woman's  bond  cannot  be  made 
good  by  the  fact  that  she  represented  herself  to  be  single,  and 
thereby  obtained  the  consideration.    In  giving  the  opinion  of  the 
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court,  the  judge  made  the  following  quotation :  "If  a  legal  inca- 
pacity can  be  removed  by  a  fraudulent  representation  of  capacity, 
then  the  legal  incapacity  would  have  only  a  moral  bond  or  force, 
which  is  absurd."    {^een  v,  Golemom^  89  Penn.  R,  299.) 

A  feme-oovert  cannot  assign  a  mortgage  executed  to  her,  or 
pledge  it  for  the  payment  of  her  husband's  debts,  unless  her  hus- 
band join  with  her  in  the  assignment  or  pledge.  {Stoops  v.  Black- 
ford, 27  Pmn,  B.  213,  S.  0.  1  Phila.  R.  563.)  Neither  can  she 
bind  herself  at  common  law  by  her  promissory  note,  and  her  note 
is  not  made  valid  by  the  statutes  of  Pennsylvania  enlarging  the 
powers  of  married  women;  {Inhoff  v.  Brou>n,  3  Phila.  R,  45. 
Vide  also  OriffUh  v.  GlarTcCy  18  Md,  R.  457.  Van  Steenburgh  v. 
Hoffman,  15  Ba/th,  R.  28.) 

It  has  been  held,  even,  that  a  feme-covert  living  separate  and 
apart  from  her  husband,  and  having  a  separate  maintenance  secured 
to  her  by  deed,  cannot  contract,  or  be  sued  as  a  feme^ole.  {Mar-- 
shall  V.  Rutton,  8  Term  R.  545.  Beard  v.  WMy  2  Bos,  A  PuU. 
R.  93.)  And  again,  where  a  wife  had  been  living  apart  from  her 
husband,  but  both  husband  and  wife  lived  within  the  same  state, 
for  about  two  years,  when  she  gave  a  note  as  feme-sole  to  a- man 
who  knew  the  fact'  of  her  marriage,  in  an  action  to  recover  tlie 
amoimt  of  the  note  of  the  wife,  it  was  held  to  be  error  in  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  proof  of  coverture  was  ho  defense  to 
this  action,  on  the  note.  {Painter  v.  Wea^herford,  1  Greene'^s 
[Iowa]  R.  97.)  At  common  law,  a  married  wotnan  has  no  power 
to  bind  herself  by  contract,  or  to  acquire  to  herself  and  for  her 
own  benefit  any  rights,  by  any  contract  made  with  her;  and  so 
strongly  does  this  rule  prevail,  that  the  wife  may  avail  herself  of 
her  coverture  to  defeat  a  contract,  though  she  have  been  guilty 
of  fraud,  {Keen  t.  Coleman^  39  Penn.  R.  299.  Davenport  v. 
WUson,  4  Camp,  R.  26.) 

By  statute  the  wife  may,  in  conjunction  with  her  husband,  and 
on  due  examination  before  a  competent  officer,  convey  her  real 
estate  or  any  existing  or  contingent  future  interest  in  it ;  and,  by 
the  statute  of  some  states,  she  may  convey  her  lands  without  the 
concurrence  of  her  husband;  but  her  deed  in  no  instance  can 
operate  as  an  estoppel  to  her  subsequently  acquired  interest  in  the 
same  land,  nor  will  she  be  bound  by  her  covenants  of  warranty. 
{Jackson  v.  Van  Derheyden,  17  Johns.  [iT.  TJ]  R.  167.  Teal  v. 
Woodworthy  3  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  470.     Carpenter  v.  JSchemerhom,  3 
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Bca^.  Ch.  R.  314,  Jfamimck  v.  Miehad,  4  Sanaf.  Ch.  E.  374, 
423.)  In  one  ciMse,  however,  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  a  jndge  at  special  term  has  intimated  that  a  feme- 
covert  maj  be  estopped  by  her  fraud,  saying :  "  A  married  woman 
can  no  more  be  allowed  to  commit  a  fraud  than  a  single  woman ; 
her  deed  is  not  valid  unless  when  relating  to  real  estate  and  duly 
acknowledged,  but  she  is  liable  for  torts  committed  by  her,  and  is 
competent  to  know  the  difference  between  fraud  and  honesty,  and 
to  nnderatand  the  obligation  not  to  stand  by  and  allow  another  to 
purchase  from  her,  who  supposes  she  has  a  perfect  title  when  she 
knows  she  has  not."  {Mount  v.  Morton,  20  £arh,  li.  123, 131.) 
But  this  does  not  purport  to  overthrow  the  doctrine  of  the  other 
authorities,  and  the  rule  may  still  be  regarded  as  well  settled,  that 
a  married  woman  is  not  bound  by  her  covenants  of  warranty,  and 
her.  deed  cannot  be  used  to  estop  her  from  claiming  a  subsequently 
acquired  interest  in  the  lands  conveyed.  !Nor  does  the  acceptance 
of  a  deed  by  a  feme-covert  estop  her  from  setting  up  a  prior  title 
in  herself.  { Jackson  v.  Carey ,  16  Johns,  H.  302.  But  vide  SiU 
V.  West,  8  Ohio  R.  222.) 

A  feme^ccvertj  by  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  is  not  only 
incapable  of  conveying  her  real  estate  by  deed,  but  she  cannot,  as  a 
general  rule,  make  a  valid  contract  of  any  description  in  relation 
either  to  real  or  personal  property.  This  disability  results  from 
the  nature  of  the  matrimonial  connection.  {Martin  v.  DiveUy,  6 
Wend.  R.  9, 13.)  Neither  can  a  married  womafi  state  an  account 
of  a  debt  contracted  before  marriage,  and  her  promise  after  mar- 
riage to  pay  such  debt  is  absolutely  void.  {Morris  v.  Norfolk^ 
1  Taunt,  R.  212.)  So,  if  a  married  woman  execute  and  deliver 
a  deed  to  a  person  as  an  escrow,  and  the  husband  die,  and  then 
the  grantor  perform  the  condition  upon  which  the  person  to  whom 
the  deed  was  delivered  gives  it  to  the  grantee  as  the  woman's  deed, 
it  is  Toid ;  because  the  instrument  receives  its  inception  from  the 
first  delivery  and  its  completion  upon  the  performance  of  the  con- 
dition ;  and  the  second  delivery  is  merely  the  execution  and 
consummation  of  the  first ;  so  that,  the  grantor  or  donor,  being 
under  the  disability  of  coverture  at  the  time  of  the  first  delivery 
of  the  deed,  the  subsequent  death  of  the  husband  before  the  com- 
pliance of  the  grantor  or  donor  with  the  terms  of  it,  will  not 
remedy  the  original  defect.  (2  BrigMs  Husband  and  Wife^,  38, 
and  authorities  cited,) 
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If  the  wife  purchase  an  estate  without  her  husband's  knowledge 
and  he  afterward  disagree  to  it,  he  may  recover  the  purchase- 
money  from  the  vendor  in  an  action  of  trover.  {Gra/nby^  v.  AUa^ 
1  Id.  Raym.  £,  224.)  And  for  the  husband's  protection  also,  the 
law  incapacitates  the  wife  to  receive  or  dispose  of  money  without 
his  concurrence.  Accordingly,  payment  of  a  legacy  bequeathed 
to  her  personally,  and  not  given  to  her  separate  use,  will  be  a  void 
payment  as  to  her  husband.  {Palmer  v.  Trevor^  1  Vem.  R.  261. 
Norria  v.  Hemingway^  1  Sagg.  Eocl.  R,  5.)  And  for  a  similar 
reason,  the  law  disables  the  wife,  without  her  husband,  to  suspend, 
alter,  or  release  any  debt  made  payable  to  herself  generally,  or 
to  give,  indorse  or  assign  a  promissory  note  or  other  security. 
{RawUnsan  v.  /S&ma,  3  Wile.  R,  5.  Br<ywn  v.  Benson^  8  EcuCs 
R.  331.) 

In  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Bensony  Lord  EUenborough,  Ch.  J.,  after 
speaking  of  certain  acts  implying  a  recognition  of  the  authority  of 
the.  wife  sufficient  to  found  an  assumpsit  against  the  husband,  in  a 
given  case,  says  :  ^^  But  that  will  not  affect  this  question  as  to  the 
general  authority  of  a  wife  to  bind  her  husband  in  a  case  where  no 
particular  authority  can  be  implied.  For  this  purpose  she  is 
no  more  than  a  servant,  unless  acting  with  a  special  authority; 
and  it  might  as  well  be  contended  that  if  a  man  sent  his  servant  to 
receive  his  money  of  a  banker,  the  servant  might  release  the  debt ;" 
and  Le  Blanc,  J.,  said :  "  It  might  as  well  be  contended  that  the 
wife  has  authority  to  pay  her  husband's  debts  with  her  husband's 
money."  This  was  a  case  where  a  bond  was  given  to  the  husband, 
conditioned  to  pay  to  his  wife  an  annuity,  and  soon  after  the  date 
of  the  bond  the  husband,  being  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  left 
the  country,  and,  while  the  husband  was  absent,  the  obligors  agreed 
with  the  wife  that  she  should  give  up  five  years'  annuity,  and  con- 
sider it  paid  for  that  period,  in  satisfaction  of  money  advanced  on 
the  bond,  and  the  court  held  that  the  agreement  was  not  binding. 

Upon  the  same  principle  of  protection  to  the  husband  and  wife, 
a  feme-covert  is  not  permitted,  at  common  law,  to  take  upon  her- 
self the  office  and  responsibility  of  an  executrix  or  administratrix 
without  the  husband's  concurrence ;  nor  will  payments  made  to  her, 
as  executrix  or  administratrix,  without  his  consent,  be  valid. 
{AnonymcyuSy  1  SaJJc.  R,  280.  Biibbens  v.  Hardy ^  3  CurL  R.  50.) 
Tlii^  is  the  rule  at  common  law,  but^  in  many  of  the  states,  married 
women  are  authorized  by  statute  to  serve  as  executors  and  admin- 
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istratonB,  in  some  instances,  the  same  as  dk  fem&^cle^  and,  in  others, 
there  are  certain  qualifications  attached. 

•  §  211.  By  the  common  law  a  feme-covert  is  not  qualified  to  hold 
or  possess  any  chattels  personal,  choses  in  action,  or  chattels  real, 
and  marriage  operates  as  an  absolute  gift  to  the  husband  of  all 
property  coming  under  that  description  which  was  owned  by  the 
wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  and  the  husband  takes  the  same 
interest  at  common  law  in  personal  chattels  which  come  into  his 
wife!s  possession  in  her  own  right  during  coverture,  whether  by 
gift  or  bequest,  or  in  any  other  way;  and  the  husband  is  also 
entitled  to  all  sums  of  money  which  his  wife  earns  by  her  personal 
skill  or  labor,  and  these  he  has  absolutely  and  in  his  own  right, 
and  not  in  hers;  and  if  he  die  without  having  recovered  them,  they 
do  not  survive  to  her,  but  they  pass  as  assets  to  his  administrators 
or  executors.  And  if  it  be  necessary  to  sue  for  them  during  the 
coverture,  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  husband 
alone,  without  joining  the  wife.  {Buckley  v.  Collier,  1  SaVc,  It. 
114.  Glover  v.  Proprietors  of  Drury  Lane,  2  Chitty^a  R.  117. 
WaMmm  v.  Hale,  10  Pick.  R.  429.  Prescott  v.  Brawn,  23 
Maine  R,  305.  Vide  also  Legg  v.  Legg,  8  Mass.  R.  99.  Howes  v. 
BigdoWj  13  H.  384.  Wi/nslow  v.  Crocker,  17  Maine  R.  29. 
Merrill  v.  Smith,  37  ib.  394.  Hoskins  v.  Miller,  2  Dev.  R.  360. 
Hyde  v.  Stone,  9  Cow.  R.  230.  Morgan  v.  Thames  Bank,  14  Conn. 
R.  99.  Matter  of  Grant,  2  Story's  R.  312.  Hawkins  v.  Craig,  6 
Man.  R.  257.)  And  the  rule  has  been  carried  to  the  extent  that, 
notwithstanding  the  husband  lives  apart  from  his  wife,  and  in  a 
state  of  adultery,  his  right  to  the  personal  property  of  his  wife 
still  remains  so  long  as  the  marital  relation  exists.  {Russell  v. 
BrocJce,  7  Pick.  R.  65.    TurOe  v.  Mvmcy,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  R.  82.) 

In  one  case,  where  the  parties  lived  apart  under  an  agreement 
of  separation,  the  wife  saved  something  out  of  the  weekly  allow- 
ance wliich  the  husband  gave  her  for  her  maintenance  and  support. 
The  court  held  that  the  money  saved  belonged  to  the  husband. 
{Messenger  v.  Clark,  5  JScch.  R.  388.) 

Bat  the  husband's  interest  in  and  rights  over  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  wife  will  be  treated  of  hereafter.  It  may  be  observed 
that  the  incapabilities  of  femes-covert  provided  by  the  common 
law  apply  to  their  civil  rights,  and  are  for  their  protection  and 
interest.  But  they  do  not  reach  their  political  rights,  or  prevent 
their  acquiring  or  losing  a  national  character.     Their  political 
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rigLtfl  do  not  stand  on  the  mere  footing  of  municipal  law,  applicable 
to  ordinary  transactions,  but  stand  upon  the  more  general  prin- 
ciples of  the  law  of  nations.  (Shanks  v.  Dujxmt^  3  Peter* 8  R 
242.)  The  disabilities  of  tlie  wife  referred  to  all  exist  at  common 
law,  and  they  are  especially  arbitrary  with  respect  to  her  deeds  and 
contracts  touching  her  own  property.  Whethier  the  disability  in 
tliese  cases  is  regarded  as  having  its  reason  on  the  principle  that 
the  separate  legal  existence  of  the  wife  is  suspended  during  the 
marriage,  or  in  the  fact  that  the  influence  of  the  husband  may  be 
improperly  exerted  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  wife  to  part 
with  her  interest  in  his  favor,  is  perhaps  immaterial.  The  rale 
itself  is  one  of  undoubted  authority.  (  Vide  Carr  v.  WHUama^  10 
Ohio  JR.  310.) 

A  confession  of  judgment,  without  action,  by  a  feme-covert^  is 
void,  although  the  consideration  be  money  borrowed  for  and 
applied  to  the  improvement  of  her  separate  estate.  If  husband 
an^  wife  unite  in  confessing  a  judgment,  the  judgment  may  be 
retained  as  against  the  husband,  though  void  as  to  the  wife.  (  Wal- 
kins  v-  Ahrahamsy  24  N.  Y.  B,  72.) 

In  the  State  of  Penusylvania,«however,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
married  woman  may  confess  a  judgment  for  the  purchase-money 
of  real  estate,  but  that  execution  will  be  confined  to  the  real  estate 
purchased.  {PaUersan  v.  Edbi/nson^  8  Am,  Lanjo  K  240.)  And, 
further,  that  such  a  judgment  is  invalid  as  a  personal  obligation, 
but  it  constitutes  a  valid  lien  upon  the  premises  purchased. 
{Eamberger*s  AdmimstrcUor  v.  Ingrahamy  38  Penn.  P.  146.)  A 
feme-covert  may  satisfy  a  judgment  given  to  her  while  solei 
{Eckert  v,  Lewisy  17  Leg,  Int.  156.) 

§  212.  But  tliere  are,  also,  disabilities  incident  to  the  marriage 
union,  which  apply  to  both  husband  and  wife.  We  have  seen  that 
tlie  hiisband  and  wife  cannot  enter  into  any  contracts  or  covenants 
with  each  other  during  coverture,  -nor  will  any  sale  or  gift  from 
one  to  the  other  be  recognized  by  the  law,  for  the  simple  reason 
that  the  husbat)d  and  wife  constitute  but  one  person.  It  is  also 
well  settled,  by  the  common  law,  that  husband  and  wife  cannot  be 
witnesses  for  or  against  each  other  in  a  civil  suit.  {Macondry  v. 
WardlCy  26  Barb.  B.  61 2.)  This  principle  is  founded  not  only  on 
the  interest  of  the  parlies  being  one,  but  also  on  public  policy. 
The  rule  is  so  inviolable,  at  common  law,  that  the  parties  cannot 
be  permitted  to  give  testimony  for  or  against  each  other,  even 
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thoogh  the  individuals  interested  in  the  particular  litigation  should 
ill  consent  to  it.  {The  Khig  v.  Clwiger^  2  Term  R.  263.).  There 
are,  however,  exceptions  to  the  rule,  as  in  cases  of  personal  vio- 
lence inflicted  by  one  upon  the  other,  where,  from  the  necessity  of 
the  case,  the  aggrieved  party  will  be  permitted  to  testify  to  the 
acts  of  violence  by  the  husband  or  wife ;  and,  it  is  believed,  that, 
in  criminal  prosecutions,  the  admissibility  of  the  husband  or  wif^ 
must  be  confined  to  cases  seeking  security  of  the  peace,  and  cases 
of  personal  violence.  {State  v.  BurUnghomi^  23  Sh/sp,  [Me,']  JR. 
104.  The  People  v.  Carpenter^  9  Barb.  [iT.  T.\  R.  580.  The 
People  y.  Chegary,  18  Wend.  R.  637.) 

In  a  case  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  where  two  persons  were 
jointly  indicted  for  murder,  one  as  principal,  and  the  other  as  aid- 
ing and  abetting,  and  separate  trials  were  had,  the  wife  of  the 
second  was  offered  as  a  witness  for  the  first,  luid  held  competent. 
{Worhmen  v.  SUUe^  4  JSneecPa  R.  425.)  [And  in  a  case  in  the  court 
of  appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York  it  was  held  that  the  testimony 
of  the  wife  of  an  accomplice  may  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
determining  the  credibility  of  the  testimony  of  the  husband* 
{Easkina  v.  The  Pecple,  18  If.  JT.  R.  344.)  It  has  been  said  that 
the  confirmation  of  the  husband,  in  such  a  case,  is  really  no  con- 
firmation at  all,  because  the  wife  and  the  accomplice  must  be 
taken,  in  law,  as  but  one  person  {Re»  v.  Jfeal,  32  JSng.  C.  Z.  R, 
481);  but  this  will  not  exclude  the  testimony  of  the  wife,  in  such  a 
case,  from  being  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury.  It  was  stated 
by  the  great  Mansfield  that  there  had  never  been  an  instance,  in  a 
dvil  or  criminal  case,  where  a  husband  or  wife  had  been  permitted 
to  give  testimony  for  or  against  each  other,  except  in  those  cases 
wh^^,  for  security  of  the  peace,  ex  neceaeitate^  the  rule  had  been 
departed  from.  {BenUey  v.  Cooky  3  Doug.  R.  422.)  And  Lord 
Alvanley  declared,  in  a  case  before  him,  that  a  witness  should  not 
be  permitted  to  give  evidence  against  her  former  husband,  as  to 
any  thing  which  occurred  during  the  existence  of  the  marriage 
relation,  although  she  had  been  divorced,  by  act  of  parliament, 
before  she  was  examined  as  a  witness.  {Monro  v.  Twisileton^ 
Peaki  Add.  Cases,  219.) 

In  a  case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York 
the  chancellor  (Walworth)  said :  "  The  general  rule  that  a  wife 
cannot  be  admitted  as  a  witness  for  or  against  her  husband,  either 
in  criminal  or  civil  proceedings,  is  well  settled  in  that  country  from 

41 


822  LAW  OF  COVSRTUXE. 

which  the  common  law  of  this  state  is  derived,  and  such  ia, 
unquestionably,  the  general  rule  of  law  here.  The  rule  is  founded 
upon  a  principle  of  public  policy,  which  forbids  that  the  peace  and 
happiness  of  the  married  relation  should  be  disturbed  by  arraying 
the  wife  against  her  husband  as  a  witness,  where  his  interest  is 
concerned  as  a  party  in  opposition  to  her  testimony ;  or  that  he 
should  be  tempted  to  pervert  the  truth,  by  being  called  as  a  wit- 
ness in  his  favor,  where  the  intimate  relation  which  does  or  shonld 
always  subsist  between  them,  renders  her  interests  and  his  nearlj 
identical.  She  is  also  prohibited  from  being  a  witness  against  him, 
upon  the  principle  that  the  happiness  of  the  married  relation 
requires  fhat  perfect  confidence  should  subsist  between  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  so  that  he  may  freely  communicate  with  her  in 
relation  to  his  business,  and  to  all  thq  various  transactions  of  his 
life,  in  the  fuU  assurance  that  she  can  never  afterward  be  com- 
pelled or  even  permitted  to  give  evidence  against  him,  to  his 
injury,  as  to  any  matters  thus  communicated."  {The  People  v. 
MercetUj  8  Paige^s  Ch.  R,  4:7 y  60.)  This  was  said  with  respect  to 
the  testimony  of  the  wife  for  or  against  her  husband,  and  the  rale 
is  as  sacred  with  respect  to  the  testimony  of  the  husband  for  or 
against  his  wife. 

Mr.  Phillipps,  in  his  standard  treatise  on  evidence,  lays  down  the 
law  on  the  subject  thus :  "  This  general  rule  of  evidence,  which 
has  been  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  a  perfect  union  of 
interests,  and  of  securing  mutual  confidence,  is  so  strictly  observed, 
that  even  after  a  dissolution  of  marriage  for  adultery,  the  wife  is 
not  admitted  to  give  any  evidence  of  what  occurred  during  the 
marriage,  which  would  have  been  excluded  if  the  marriage  had 
continued.  This,  as  Lord  EUenborongh  has  said,  is  on  the  ground 
that  the  confidence  which  subsisted  between  them  at  the  time, 
shall  not  be  violated  in  consequence  of  any  future  separation.  Thus 
one  great  cause  of  distrust  is  removed,  by  making  the  confidence 
which  once  subsists,  ever  afterwards  inviolable  in  courts  of  law." 
a  PhU.  Ev,  83.) 

Professor  Greenleaf,  in  his  excellent  treatise  on  evidence,  says: 
"  The  rule  by  which  parties  are  excluded  from  being  witnesses  for 
themselves,  applies  to  the  case  of  huSxmd  Qtrkd  wife;  neither  of 
them  being  admissible  as  a  witness  in  a  cause,  civil  or  criminal,  in 
which  the  other  is  a  party.  This  exclusion  is  founded  partly  on 
the  identity  of  their  legal  rights  and  interests,  and  partly  on  princi* 


MUTUAL  MSABILmSB,  883 

pies  of  public  policy,  which  lie  at  the  basis  of  civil  society.  For  it 
is  essential  to  the  happiness  of  social  life,  that  the  confidence  sab- 
sistiDg  between  husband  and  ^7ife  should  be  sacredly  protected  an^ 
cherished  in  its  most  unlimited  extent;  and  to  break  down  or 
impair  the  great  principles  which  protect  the  sanctities  of  that 
relation,  would  be  to  destroy  the  best  solace  of  human  existence." 
(1  Greml.  M.  §  334.) 

Professor  Greenleaf  says  again :  '*  Neither  is  it  material,  that 
this  relation  no  longer  exists.  The  great  object  of  the  rule  is  to 
seeoie  domestic  happiness,  by  placing  the  protecting  seal  of  the 
law  upon  all  con^dential  communications  between  husband  and 
wife ;  and  whatever  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  either  by  means 
of  the  hallowed  confidence  which  that  relation  inspires,  cannot 
be  afterward  divulged  in  testimony,  even  though  the  other  party 
be  no  longer  living."  (1  Oreevd.  Ev.  %  837,  referrmg  to  Stein  v. 
BowmoHj  13  Peter's  R  209.) 

And  once  again :  ''  Whether  the  rule  may  be  relaxed,  so  as  to 
admit  the  wife  to  testify  against  the  husband,  by  his  oonsent^  the 
authorities  are  not  agreed.  Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion  that 
she  was  not  admissible,  even  with  the  husband's  consent ;  and  this 
opinion  has  been  followed  in  this  country ;  apparently  upon  the 
ground  that  the  interest  of  the  husband  in  preserving  the  confi- 
dence reposed  in  her  is  not  the  sole  foundation  of  the  rule,  the 
public  having  also  an  interest  in  the  preservation  of  domestic 
peace,  which  might  be  disturbed  by  her  testimony,  notwithstand- 
ing his  consent.  The  very  great  temptation  to  peijury,  in  such 
case,  is  not  to  be  overlooked."    (1  Oreenl.  Ev.  §  340.) 

Even  after  the  parties  have  been  divorced  a  vinculo  matrimonii^ 
the  husband  and  wife  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  the  stand  as  a 
witness  for  or  against  each  other,  and  disclose  any  of  the  transac- 
tions which  passed  between  them  while  the  marriage  relation 
existed,  because  this  would  clearly  impair  that  mutual  confidence 
between  husband  and  wife,  which  society  requires,  and  which  the 
law  designs  to  protect.  If  the  rule  were  otherwise,  it  has  been 
well  said,  that  designing  men  might  even  become  instrumental  in 
producing  a  divorce,  for  the  Tery  purpose  of  using  the  testimony 
of  the  husband  or  wife  to  penetrate  the  secret  affairs  of  the  other. 
The  only  safe  and  correct  practice  is,  to  adhere  to  the  rule,  that 
whatever  passes  between  husband  and  wife  in  confidencci  shall 
forever  remain  sacred.    ( Vide  Barnes  v.  Comacky  1  JSarb.  H.  892, 
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896.     Smith  r.  Smith,  16  Sow.  Pr.  JS.  166.    State  v.  PAe^,  2 
Tyler's  [  Vt]  JR.  374.) 

§  213.  As  has  been  suggested,  there  are  excepfions  to  &e  rale  at 
common  law,  that  neither  husband  nor  wife  can  testify  for  or 
against  each  other,  but  these  exceptions  are  usually  admitted  irom 
the  necessity  of  the  case,  to  prevent  an  entire  failure  of  justice. 
These  exceptions,  however,  are  never  allowed  to  interfere  with  the 
general  doctrine  that  trust  anc^l  confidence  between  husband  and 
wife  shall  not  be  betrayed.  Thus,  in  one  case  the  dying  declara- 
tions of  a  wife  were  admitted  against  the  husband  in  an  action 
upon  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  the  wife,  respecting  her 
health  at  the  time  the  insurance  was  effected.  Lord  Ellenborongh 
explaining :  "  No  confidence  has  been  violated ;  nothing  extracted 
from  the  bosom  of  the  wife  which  was  confided  there  by  the 
husband ;  but  the  question  being,  what  was  the  state  of  her  own 
health  at  a  certain  period,  a  witness  has  been  received  to  relate 
.  fliat  which  has  always  been  received  from  patients  to  explain,  her 
own  account  of  the  cause  of  her  being  found  in<  bed  at  an  unrea- 
.'^onable  hour  with  the  appearance  of  being  ilL  She  was  questioned 
as  to  her  bodily  infirmity.  She  said  it  was  of  some  duration, 
several  days."  And  again :  "  The  admission  then  of  the  evidence  in 
this  caise  is  free  from  any  imputation  of  breaking  in  upon  the  con- 
fidence subsisting  between  man  and  wife ;  the  declaration  was  upon, 
the  subject  of  her  own  health  at  the  time,  which  is  a  fact  of  which 
her  own  declaration  is  evidence,  and  that  too  made  unawares  before 
she  could  contrive  any  answer  for  her  own  advantage  and  that  of 
her  husband."  And  Grose,  J.,  in  explanation  said :  "  In  strictness 
such  declarations  are  admissible  not  so  much  as  evidence  of  con- 
fession of  the  wife  against  her  husband,  as  of  the  actual  state  of 
her  health  in  her  own  opinion  at  the  time."  (Aveson  v.  Emnaird^ 
6  Eases  R.  188.) 

'  And  in  a  still  earlier  case,  which  was  an  action  by  the  husband 
and  wife  for  wounding  the  wife.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  allowed 
what  the  wife  said  immediately  upon  the  hurt  received,  and  before 
she  had  time  to  devise  any  thing  for  her  own  advantage,  to  be  given 
in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestm  ;  and  it  was  supposed  that  the 
evidence  admitted  in  the  case  of  Amson  v.  Kimmmrd  fell  within 
the  principle  of  the  case  of  Lord  Holt.  {ITiorrypson  v.  Trevannion^ 
Skm.E.4/^%) 
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After  the  death  of  the  hufiband,  the  testimony  of  the  widow  to 
facts  within  her  own  knowledge,  not  derived  from  the  husband,  is 
competent  to  show  that  a  conveyance  by  the  husband  was  made  to 
defrand  his  creditors.  {Short  v.  Tmsley^  1  Metcalfe  a  \KyJ\  R.  397.) 
And  in  an  action  a^inst  an  administrator  for  work  and  labor  per- 
formed for  the  intestate,  the  widow  of  the  intestate  is  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff^  to  prove  the  performance  of  the  work  and 
labor,  when  her  testimony  is  not  a  disclosure  of  her  husband's  con- 
versations or  admissions,  nor  of  matters  the  knowledge  of  which 
was  acquired  by  her  in  conjugal  confidence,  nor  of  matters  preju- 
dicial to  her  husband's  reputation.  {Stober^8  Admr.  v.  McCarier, 
4  Ohio  St.  K  513.  JSTeiPa  Admt/r.  \.  Cherry^  3  West.  Law  Monthly^ 
81.  Cook  Y.  Orange^  18  Ohio  JR.  526.) 

When  the  husband  has  expressly  or  impliedly  made  his  wife  his 
agent,  her  declarations  with  regard  to  the  matters  within  the  scope 
of  her  authority,  are  admissible  evidence  against  him.  {Hiley  v. 
Suydam,  40  Barb.  R.  222.  Casted  v.  Casted^  8  Black.  [Ind.']  B. 
240.) 

In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife  for  a  debt  due  by  the 
wife  dwfh  «o2a,  the  plaintiff  cannot  prove  admissions  made  by 
the  wife  during  coverture  respecting  the  debt.  {Brown  v.  Laaadle^ 
6  Black.  [Ind.]  R.  147.  Brpvm  v.  Brown^  8  ib.  221.  Ross  v. 
^  Winnersy  1  Salst  [JST.  J.]  R.  366.)  And  the  declarations  of 
either>huftband  or  virife  are  not  generally  evidence  against  the  other. 
{Johnson  v.  Sherwin,  3  Oray^s  [Mass.']  R.  374.  LcuyOrae  v.  Peter- 
son,  2  Sand.  [S.  C]  R.  388.  Dean  v.  White,  7  Term  R.  108. 
Turner  v.  Cove,  6  Conn.  R.  93.  Logan  v.  Link,  4  E.  D.  SmitKs 
B.  63.)  If,  however,  the  action  is. brought  by  the  husband  to 
recover  for  the  services  of  his  wife,  her  declarations  may  be  given 
in  evidence  during  service  as  to  the  terms  of  her  employment. 
{Hackman  v.  Ferry,  16  JPenn.  R.  196.) 

Bat  the  policy  of  the  common  law  rule,  that  husband  and  wife 
cannot  be  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  has  been  very  much 
qnestioned ;  and  now,  by  the  statutes  of  England,  and  of  many  of 
the  American  States,  the  testimony  of  husband  and  wife  is  admis- 
sible in  many  cases  in  which  it  was  excluded  by  the  rule  of  the 
conmion  law. 

Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  provided  that  in  any  trial 
or  inquiry  in  any  suit,  action  or  proceeding,  in  any  court,  or  before 
any  person  having  by  law  or  consent  of  parties  authority  to 
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examine  witnesses  or  hear  evidence,  the  husband  or  wife  of  any 
party  thereto,  or  of  any  person  in  whose  behalf  any  such  suit, 
action  or  proceeding  is  brought,  prosecuted,  opposed  or  defended, 
shall  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  the  same  as 
any  other  witness,  on  behalf  of  any  party  to  such  suit,  action  or 
proceeding ;  except  that  neither  husband  nor  wife  can  give  evidence 
for  or  against  each  other  in  any  criminal  action  or  proceeding,  or 
in  any  action  or  proceeding  instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery, 
or  in  any  proceeding  for  divorce  on  account  of  adultery,  except  to 
prove  the  fact  of  marriage  in  cases  of  bigamy  and  charges  of 
adultery ;  nor  can  either  testify  for  or  against  the  other  in  any 
action  or  proceeding  for  or  oif  account  of  criminal  conversation ; 
and  in  no  case  can  husband  or  wife  be  compelled  to  disclose  any 
confidential  communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during*  their 
marriage.    {Laws  of  1 867,  ch.  887.) 

§  214.  In  the  State  of  California  it  is  provided  that  a  husband 
shall  not  be  a  witness  for  or  against  his  wife,  nor  a  wife  a  witness 
for  or  against  her  husband ;  nor  can  either,  daring  the  marriage  or 
afterward,  be,  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  examined  as  to 
any  communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during  the  marriage. 
This  exception,  however,  is  declared  not  to  apply  to  an  action  or 
proceeding  by  one  against  the  other.  {WoocPa  Di^.  1860,  art. 
1129.) 

There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  reported  decision  at  the  present 
time  (1867)  giving  a  construction  to  this  provision  of  the  California 
statute ;  but  it  does  not  in  words  change  or  modify  the  common  law 
rule  upon  the  subject  of  the  competency  of  husband  and  wife  as 
witnesses  for  or  against  each  other ;  and  yet  it  may  be  inferred 
from  the  language  of  the  statute  that  the  husband  and  wife  may 
by  consent  disclose  any  confidential  communications  between  them 
during  coverture ;  and  that  they  may  also  testify  for  or  against 
each  other  generaUy  in  an  action  or  proceeding  by  one  against  the 
other.  It  is  generally  held,  however,  that  in  a  matter  so  important 
to  the  peace  and  good  order  of  families  and  the  general  policy  of 
society,  the  common  law  rule  upon  the  subject  will  not  be  regarded 
as  changed  except  by  express  enactment.  ' 

In  the  State  of  Iowa,  it  is  provided  that  the  husband  or  wife 
shall  in  no  case  be  a  witness  for  or  against  the  other,  except  in  a 
criminal  proceeding  for  a  crime  -committed  by  one  against  the 
other,  or  in  a  civil  action  or  proceeding  of  one  against  the  other ; 
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but  they  may  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  be  witnesses  for  each 
other.  I^either  hosband  nor  wife,  however,  can  be  examined  in 
any  case  as  to  any  communication  made  by  the  one  to  the  other 
while  married ;  nor  can  they,  after  the  marriage  relation  ceases,  be 
permitted  to  reveal  in  testimony  any  such  communication  made 
while  the  marriage  subsisted.  {Bev.  Lmjoa  of  1860,  paH  3,  ch. 
159,  §§  3983,  3984.) 

In  Kansas  it  is  declared  by  statute  that  husband  and  wife  are 
incompetent  to  testify  for  or  against  each  other,  or  concerning  any 
communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during  the  marriage^ 
whether  called  as  a  witness  while  that  relation  existed  or  afterward ; 
provided  that  when  a  suit  is  brought  by  or  against  husband  or 
wife  in  his  or  her  own  right,  and  the  other  is  joined  as  a  mere 
nominal  party,  the  party  personally  interested  in  the  suit  may  be  a 
witness  upon  the  trial  of  the  case.    {Comp.  Laws  of  1862,  ch,  -30, 

In  the  State  of  Minnesota  it  is  provided  that  neither  husband 
nor  wife  shall  be  examined  as  a  witness  for  or  against  the  other 
without  the  consent- of  each  other,  nor  can  either  be  permitted, 
during  the  marriage  or  afterward,  without  the  consent  of  the  other, 
to  testify  as  to  any  communication  made  by  one  to  the  other  during 
the  marriage,  although  this  exception  is  declared  not  to  apply  to  a 
civil  action  or  proceeding  by  one  against  the  other,  nor  to  a 
criminal  action  or  proceeding  for  a  crime  committed  by  one  against 
the  other.     {Gm,  Stat  1858,  ch.  84,  §  53,  mb.  1.) 

In  Mississippi,  the  statute  provides  that  in  criminal  cases, 
husband  and  wife  shall  be  competent  witnessess  for  each  other. 
[R.  8.  0/1867,  ch,  61,  art.  193.) 

In  the  new  State  of  Kebraska,  husband  and  wife  are  incompetent 
by  statute  to  testify  concerning  any  communication  made  by  one 
to  the  other  during  the  marriage,  whether  called  as  a  witness  while 
that  relation  subsists,  or  afterward,  nor  can  they  be  examined  or 
be  permitted  to  reveal  any  such  cummunication  in  any  case ;  as 
they  can  in  no  case  be  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  except 
in  a  criminal  proceeding  for  a  crime  by  the  one  against  the  other, 
but  they  may  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  be  witnesses  for  each 
other.    (R.  S.  1866,  tU.  10,  §§  328,  331,  332.) 

In  the  State  of  Ohio,  the  statute  provides  that  husband  and  wife 
are  incompetent  to  testify  for  or  against  each  other,  or  concerning 
any  communication  made  by  one  to  the  other,  during  the  marriage^ 
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whether  called  as  a  witness  while  that  relation  subsisted  or  after- 
ward, except  in  actions  where  the  wife,  were  she  a  j^eiTwj-^fo,  would 
be  plaintiff  or  defendant ;  in  which  action  the  wife  may  testify. 
Either  the  husband  or  wife  may  testify,  but  not  both,  (2  S,  S, 
eh.  8Y,  §  314,  «wJ.  3.  Vide  aleo  Mad  River  andXaJce  Erie  R  R. 
Oo.  Y.  FuUon^  20  Ohio  JS.  818.  Oooh  v.  Grange^  18  ib.  526, 531. 
Stdber*8  Admr,  v.  McCaHer^  4  Ohio  St.  JR.  513.  Nvsee  v.  jSmzcA, 
15  Hb.  172.) 

In  the  State  of  Oregon,  the  statute  upon  this  subject  is  in  aD 
respects  like  that  upon  the  same  subject  in  the  State  of  Minnesota, 
with  this  alteration,  that  ^'  in  a  criminal  action  or  proceeding,  a 
husband  or  wife  cannot  be  a^  witness  for  or  against  each  other, 
except  when  the  crime  was  committed  by  or  against  the  other." 
{Oefoeral  Lwmof  1864,  Oiv.  Code^  tit.  8,  eh.  8,  §  702,  evb.  1.  Aid 
Crim.  Code,  eh.  22,  §  212.) 

In  the  State  of  Indiana,  husband  and  wife  are  incompetent 
witiiesses  fer  or  against  each  other,  and  they  cannot  disclose  anj 
communication  from  one  to  the  other,  made  during  the  existenoe 
of  the  maiTiage  relation,  whether  called  as  a  witness  while  the 
relation  exists  or  afterward.  (2  R.  S.  1852,  part  2,  eh.  1,  §  290. 
Vide  aUo  Weider  v.  ProbasoOj  7  Ind.  E.  690.  Robertson  v.  CM- 
weU,  9  ib.  515.  Jaek  v.  Ruseey^  ^  ib.  180^  Carpenter  v.  Jk^ 
10  ib.  128.  WooUey  v.  Turrher,  18  ib.  258.  Lapreeee  v.  iWfa,7 
i».692.)  '  .  .  , 

Under  the  statute&of  Indiana,  husband  and  wife  are  competent 
to  testify  after  the  marriage  relation  ceases  to  exist,  as  to  any  thing 
the  knowledge  of  which  was  not  attained  through  the  privacy  of 
the  marriage  relation.  (  WooUey  v»  Turnery  eupra.  .  Carpeni&r  v 
Dcme^  supra.) 

In  a  suit  for  the  seduction  of  the  plaintifiTs  wife,  her  statements 
are  not  jcompetent  evidence  for  the  defendant.  {Harris  v.  £ue9(U^ 
U  Ind.  B.  209.) 

It  may  be  suggested  that  in  several  of  the  states  the -statutes 
provide,  that  no  person  shall  be  excluded  as  a  witness  in  any  case 
on  the  ground  of  interest,  but  the  rule  that  husband  and  wife  are 
incompetent,  at  common  law,  to  testify  for  or  against  each  other, 
is  not  changed  by  these  statutes.  Whether  the  husband  and  wife 
be  parties  to  the  action,  or  only  interested  in  the  event,  the  policy 
of  the  rule  applies.  {Bird  v.  SvlsUm,  10  Ohio  St.  R.  418.  iZiw- 
iTwdk  V.  Vqmdervoort.  9  N.  T.  R.  158.    And  vide  MarA  t. 
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Patter,  30  Barb.  H.  606.    Main  v.  jSt&phenSy  4t  K  D.  Smith^^ 
R.  86.) 

§  215.  "W^ith  respect  to  the  rale  at  common  law  which  disquali- 
fies husband  and  wife  from  entering  into  covenants  with  each 
other,  it  may  be  su^ested  that  the  role  is  so  rigid  that  no  agree- 
ment between  them  will  be  recognized  as  removing  the  disabilities 
resulting  from. the  marital  relation^  or.  as  changing  the  logal.capaci- 
ties  or  charactei*s  of  either  party.    It  has  been  sought  in  some 
instances  to  give  effect  to  a  deed  of  separation,  but  the  attempt  is 
answered  by  reference  to  the  acknowledged  principle  that  the.cour 
tract  supposed  was  made  between  two  persons  who  were  but  one 
in  law,  and  unable  for  that  reason,  to  contract  with  each  other, 
and  that  the  foundation  therefore  failed  upon  which  the  deed  is 
sought  to  be  sustained.    It  was  said  by  I^ord  Kenyon,  in  such  a 
case,  that,  if  it  were  otherwise,  ^^  and  the  parties  were  competent 
to  contract  at  all,  it  would  then  become  material  to  consider  how 
far  a  compact  would  be  valid,  which  had  for  its  object  the  contra- 
vention of  the  general  policy  of  the  law  in  settling  the  relations 
of  domestic  life,  and  which  the  public  is  interested  to  preserve; 
and  which,  without  dissolving  the  bond  of  marriage,  would  place 
the  parties  in  some  respects  in  the  condition  of  being  single,*  and 
loave  them  in  others  subject  to  the< consequences  of  being  married; 
and  which  would  introduce  all  the  confusion  and  inconvenience 
which  must  necessarily  result  from  so  anomalous  and  mixed  a 
diaracter^"    (Marshall  v.  RutUm^  8  Term  B.  545.) 

The  same  doctrine  is  recognized  and  sanctioned  by  the  American 
courts.  {Beach  y.  Beachy  2  JJi^V  [i\r.  Y.]  B.  260.  Crapsetf  y. 
McKinneyy  30  Barb.  [iT.  Y,'\  B.  47.) 

A.  deed  from  the  husband  to  the  wife  without  conside];^tion,  is 
void  both  at  law  and  in  equity.  The  legal  title  in  such  a  case 
remains  atill  in  the  husband.  The  relation  of  the  partiest^n^/*  «^, 
•  renders  them  incompetent  to  convey  the  legal  title  to  real  estate 
directly  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Such  a  conveyance  from  the 
hasband  to  the  wife,  if  founded  upon  a  sufficient  consideration, 
may  be  upheld  in  equity.  {Fowler  v.  Trebein^  16  Ohia  'St  B.  498.) 
A  tripartate  deed  of  trust  and  separation,  executed  by  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  but  not  executed  by  the  trustee,  is  binding  on  no 
one,  but  is  held  to  be  absolutely  void..  {Smith  v.  JShowleey  2 
Granfs  [Pa.]  Oases^  413.)  And  it  has  been  held  in  general  terms 
that  contracts  between  husband  and  wife  are  contrary  to  the  policy 
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of  the  law,  and  are  null  and  void.    {Simpson  v.  Si/mpson^  4  Dana^i 
[iTy.]  jS.  141. 

When  these  covenants  are  made  with  thu*d  persons  as  trustees, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  parties,  they  are.  sometimes  sustained  in  a 
court  of  equity,  and  the  doctrine  of  equity  as  to  enforcing  such 
covenants  will  be  adverted  to  hereafter. 

A  married  woman,  at  common  law,  cannot  convey  to  her  hns- 
band,  by  deed,  her  dower  right  in  his  real  estate,  upon  this  same 
principle  of  their  mutual  disability,  and  also  upon  the  legal  pre- 
sumption that  the  wife  is  &ub  potestate  viri — "under  the  control 
of  her  husband."  {Cfraham  v.  Van  Wych^  14  Ba/rh.  R,  531.)  The 
wife  is  presumed  to  act  under  the  influence  of  her  husband,  but  it  is 
proper  to  remark  that  the  husband  is  never  presumed  to  act  under 
the  influence  of  his  wife  (City  Council  v.  Hoven^  2  McCorcPs  [S, 
C]  H.  465) ;  so  that  this  principle  does  not  enter  into  the  rule 
which  disqualifies  the  husband,  in  general,  from  binding  himself 
by  his  contracts  or  covenants  to  his  wife. 

An  indenture  between  husband  and  wife,  after  their  marriage, 
by  which  the  husband  purports  to  give  the  wife  authority  to  use, 
and  dispose  of  by  will,  personal  property  acquired  after  the  mar- 
riage, and  the  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  so  acquired,  referring 
to  an  antenuptial  agreement,  whereby  the  husband  had  agreed 
that  his  wife  might  dispose  of  a  certain  amount  of  money  by  will, 
and  averring  the  intention  of  thus  including  personal  property 
acquired  by  the  wife  after  marriage,  is  not  binding,  and  will  not 
authorize  the  wife  to  devise  and  bequeath  her  property.  (Osgood 
V.  Breedy  12  Mass.  R,  525.)  A  post-nuptial  agreement  between 
husband  and  wife,  by  which  property  is  set  apart  for  tlie  separate 
use  of  the  wife,  is  absolutely  void  at  law,  although  it  may  some- 
times be  sustained  in  equity.  (Bleeker  v.  Bingham^  3  Paigi% 
Ck,  R.  946.)  So  gifts,  between  husband  and  wife,  without  the 
intervention  of  trustees,  are  absolutely  void  at  law,  but  are  some- 
times sustained  in  equity.  .  (Elms  v.  Hughes^  3  Dessau.  [8.  C] 
R.  158.) ' 

It  has  been  held,  however,  by  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  that  when  the  husband  draws  a  bill  of  exchange,  paya- 
ble to  the  order  of  his  wife,  her  indorsement  of  the  bill  gives  the 
indorser  a  title,  which  enables  him  to  recover  upon  it  against  the 
acceptor.  Barbour,  J.,  said :  "  It  is  true  that,  by  the  common  law, 
which,  in  that  regard,  must  control  in  this  case,  a  husband  and  his 
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wife  are,  in  general,  incapable  of  contracting  with  each  other  so  as 
to  create  a  right  of  action  in  favor  of  tlie  one  as  against  the  other. 
But  a  bill  of  exchange  is  not  merely  a  contract  between  the  drawer 
and  the  payee.  It  is,  when -accepted,  a  new  contract  between  the 
acceptor  and  the  then  holder,  who,  in  this  case,  was  the  indorser 
of  the  wife ;  nor  is  such  a  bill  always  a  contract,  as  between,  the 
drawer  and  the  person  to  whotn  or  to  whose  order  it  is  payable. 
It  may  be  made  payable  to  the  order  of  the  drawee  himself,  or  to 
some  one  receiving  the  same  for  collection  for  the  benefit  and  use 
of  the  drawer ;  or,  what  is  a  very  common  occurrence  in  commer- 
cial communities,  it  may  be  payable  to  the  order  of  some  person 
who  indorses  it  simply  for  the  accommodation  of  the  maker.  In 
none  of  those  cases  is  there  any  contract  which  can  be  enforced  by 
the  payee  named  in  the  bill  against  the  maker.  In  each  instance 
it  is  a  mere  direction  to  pay,  and  has  no  validity  whatever,  as  an 
obligation,  until  indorsed  to  a  hona  fids  purchaser  or  acceptor." 
{Lee  Bank  t.  Satterlee,  1  RoberUoifCe  B,  1,  4,  5.) 

An  agreement  between  husband  and  wife  that  they  will  live 
apart,  and  the  husband  shall  secure  a  separate  maintenance  to  his 
wjfe,  through  the  intervention  of  trustees,  and  she  shall  not  be 
farther  chargeable  to  him,  is  void,  and  cannot  be  enforced. 
{Ooodwin  v.  Oaodwin^  4  Day*8  [Go-nn,']  B.  343.)  These  are  all  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  but  the  common 
law  rule  has  been  greatly  changed  or  modified  by  the  statutes  of 
many  of  the  states,  and  these  wiU  be  noticed  hereafter. 


CHAPTER  XIX. 

LiAsarriEs   op  the   husband   by  thb   kaiuriaoe — his  uABiLrnr 

DUBINa     COHABITATION — ^HIS     LIABrLTTT     AFTER     SEPARATION — HIS 
UABILTTT  FOB  THE  TOBTS  AND  CBDIINAL  ACTS  OF  THE  WIFE. 

§  216.  In  consequence  of  the  rights  which  the  husband  acquires 
over  the  person  and  the  property  of  his  wife,  there  are  certain 
liabilities  which  he  incurs  on  her  account,  and  by  considering  these 
liabilities  we  are  enabled  the  more  readily  to  comprehend  the 
nature  of  the  disability  incident  to  a  state  of  coverture. 
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The  rule  of  the  common  law  throws  upon  the  husband  the 
burden  of  his  wife's  debts  contracted  by  her  dum  sola,  whaterer 
their  amount,  and  makes  him  liable  for  them  during  coverture; 
this  is  the  rule  although  the  wife  do  not  bring  to  the  husband  a 
portion  of  a  single  shilling.  {Heard  v.  Stamford^  3  P.  Wnu.  R 
409.  Wddm  v.  Welden,  7  Ohio  St.  R.  30.  Buchner  v.  Smyth^i 
Desaau.  [S.  C]  B.  371.)  And  this  is  the  rule  even  though  the 
husband  was  an  infant  at  the  time  the  marriage  was  consummated 
and  the  suit  commenced,  and  this  liability  is  held  to  be  incident  to 
the  marriage  contract  which  an  in&nt  is  competent  to  enter  into. 
{Pariah  v.  St/rcmdj  Barnes^  Notea^  95.  Roach  v.  Quick^  9  Wend, 
\n.  jr.]  R.  238.  BuU&r  v.  Breck,  7  Mebc.  [Jfaw.]  R.  164.)  It 
has  been  held  that  the  husband  is  liable  for  the  debts  contr^ted 
by  his  vrife  while  she  was  the  wife  of  a  former  husband,  and  living 
separate  from,  him,  with  a  separate  maintenance,  because  in  such 
case  she  became  liable  upon  her  contracts  and  .could  be  sued  the 
same  as  though  she  was  sole.  {Corbett  v.  PodnMz^  1  Term.  R.  5. 
DeGaiUouY.  LAigle^  1  Boa.  cfe  PvU.  R.  357.)  The  later  authori- 
ties, however,  hold  that  the  wife  cannot  be  sued  at  common  law,  as 
9»feme^ole^  while  the  coverture  continues.  {Beard  v.  Wdjb^  2  J?(w. 
<&  PuU.  R.  93.  MarahaU  v.  Rutter,  8  Term.  R.  545.)  And  in  a 
still  later  case,  it  was  held  that  no  agreement  between  husband  and 
wife  can  alter  the  state  of  liability  and  non-liability  which  the  law 
imposes  upon  each,  {Nurae  v.  Oraig^  5  Boa.  cfe  Pull.  [2  ilT^r.] 
R.  148.)  The  better  opinion  therefore  is,  that,  as  to  the  wife's 
debts  before  marriage,  the  husband  is  only  liable  to  pay  the  debts 
of  his  wife  contracted  dum  aola^  and  for  all  such  he  is  liable.  He 
is  in  no  case  responsible  for  those  debts  of  the  wife  for  which  she 
was  not  legally  liable  at  the  time  of  the  marriage.  {Oowley  v. 
RobertaoThj  3  Camp.  R.  438.  Caldwell  v.  Drahe^  4  J.  J.  Marah. 
[Ky."]  R.  246.)  Ajid  according  to  Clancy,  the  rule  is  conftoed 
to  the  wife's  engagements  contracted  while  she  was  unmarried ;  for 
if  they  were  made  during  a  former  marriage,  her  subsequent  hus- 
band cannot  be  responsible  for  them,  as  she  was,  at  that  time, 
incapable  of  entering  into  any  contract  {Clancy  on  Married 
WomeUj  13.) 

The  principle  upon  which  the  husband  is  liable  for  the  debts  of 
his  wife  contracted  dum  aola^  is  not  that  he  received  property  by 
her,  for  the  circumstance  of  his  having  received  property  from  her 
does  not  increase  his  liability,  nor  the  &ct  that  he  received  no 
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property  by  her  diminish  such  liability.  Nor  is  this  liability  of 
the  husband  based  npon  the  idea  that  he  is  a  debtor ;  bnt  the  real 
groond  of  this  liability  is,  that  the  wife  by  her  marriage,  is  entirely 
deprived  of  the  use  and  disposal  of  her  property,  and  can  acquire 
none  by  her  industry.  The  personal  property  of  the  wife  passes 
absolutely  to  the  husband,  and  he  is  also  entitled  to  the  use  of  her 
real  estate  during  cov^irare,  and  her  person,  Jabor  and  earnings, 
belong  nnqualifiedly  to  him.  This  affords  a  Very  substantial  reason 
for  the  husband's  liability  for  his  wife-s  debts  contracted  before 
eorertnre.     (  Vide  Reeved  DoTnestic  Belationey  S,) 

§  217.  The  responsibility  of  the  husband  for  the  debts  of  the  wife, 
contracted  while  she  was  a  feme-BcHe^  as  it  originates  in  the  mar- 
riage, ceases  with  it ;  or  the  liability  continues  only  so  long  as  the 
marriage,  and  if  the  wife  die  before  the  demand  has  been  recovered 
from  the  husband,  he  is  discharged  from  any  further  liability. 
This  is  the  rule,  although  the  husband  may  have  received  a  large 
fortune  with  his  wife,  and  his  liability  is  the  same  if  he  had 
received  nothing  with  her.    {Heard  v.  Stamford^  3  P.  Wms.  R. 
409.    Tyler  v.  LaJce^  4  Si/m.  R,  150.     Choline  v.  Mocre^  7  Mon. 
\Ky.'\  R.   179.    Jones  v.   Walhdp^  6  Sneed's  [Tenn.]  R.  135. 
Thaeton  v.  Houaetd,  2  MoC&rd^a  {_&  tt]  Oh.  R.  430.     TaKb.v. 
Batfd,  4  CcOTs  [  Va.]  R.  453.    Suehner  v.  Smith,  4  Dessau.  \jS.  C] 
R.  341.    Randolph  v.  Simps&n,  2  RcUst.  [iT.  J.']  R.  346.    I^&utz 
T.  Reuter,  1  Wai£s  [Pa.]  JS.  229.    Howes  v.  JSigdoWy  13  Mass. 
B.  884;    After  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  husband  cannot  be 
made  liable  in  equity  for  debts  contracted  by  her  before  marriage, 
when  judgment  has  not  been  recovered  against  him  in  her  life-time, 
although  he  received  with  her  a  fortune  sufficient  to  pay  all  her 
debts.    In  this  respect  the  rule  is  the  same  in  equity  as  at  law. 
{Wiiherspoon  v.  Bubose,  1  Bailey's  [S.  C]  Eq.  R.  167.) 

In  an  action  for  the  debt  of  the  wife  dum  sola^  the  husband  and 
wife  must  be  joined  as  parties  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  will  be 
nonsuited  if  he  bring  the  action  against.the  husband  alone.  {Angel 
V.  Fdtony  8  Johns.  [If.  T.]  R.  149.  Gage  v.  Reed,  15  ib.  408. 
Rdnnson  v.  Hardy,  1  E^.  R.  281.  Drue  -v.  Thorn,  AUeyn's 
R.  72.  Miichsen  v.  Heuson,  7  Term  R.  348.)  And  a  judgment 
against  the  husband  alone  for  such  a  demand  will  be  reversed  on 
error.    {Oray  v.  Thacker,  4  Ala.  R.  136.) 

In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife  for  the  debt  of  the  wife 
dum  sola,  the  declaration  must  state  the  relation  of  husband  and 
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wife  in  order  to  admit  evidence  of  a  promise  by  the  husband  to 
pay  the  demand,  and  should  also  specify  whether  the  promise 
relied  upon  was  made  before  or  after  marriage.  {The  People  t. 
Oneida  Com.  Pleae^  21  Wend.  20.  Franoia  v.  WhUe^  89  Eng.  C. 
L.  R.  626.)  No  jomt  promise  between  husband  and  wife,  how- 
ever, should  be  alleged,  for  the  reason  that  the  wife's  promise,  at 
common  law,  is  void.  {Morris  v.  Norfolk^  1  TaunUm!%  R.  21i 
Edwa/rda  v.  Dams^  16  Johns.  R.  281.)  In  any  action  against 
husband  and  wife  for  the  debt  of  the  wife  while  sole,  the  suit 
abates  if  the  wife  die  before  the  declaration  is  filed.  (  WiUiamiy. 
Eenty  15  Wend.  R.  360.)  And  in  such  a  case,  if  the  cause  come  to 
trial,  the  admissions  of  the  wife,  made  after  marriage,  that  the  debt 
accnied  dum  sola^  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  cha^  the 
husband.  {Ross  v.  Winners j  1  Hoist.  \N.  J."]  R.  366.  Shephard  t. 
Stwrkie,  3  Mur^.  [  Va.'\  R.  29.  Brovm  v.  LasdOe,  6  Black.  [Ini.] 
R.U7.) 

In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife  for  a  debt  due  by  the  wife 
dum  solay  presumptive  evidence  of  the  marriage  is  sufficient 
{Tracey  v.  McArUonj  7  Dowl.  R.  533.  Dacey  v.  MeCarisr^  3 
Jur.  124.) 

An  action  will  lie  against  husband  and  wife  for  slanderous  words 
spoken  by  the  wife  before  marriiige.  {Harik  v.  Ha/rman^  5  Bin- 
neifs  \Pa^^  R.  43.) 

The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  at  common  law,  on  the  espousal  of 
a  damsel,  she  is  taken  with  all  her  slanders  on  her  head,  aud  all 
her  trespasses,  and  her  husband  is  answerable  for  them.  It  is,  how- 
ever, to  the  credit  of  the  sex,  that  there  is  very  seldom  occasion  in 
this  country  to  pursue  the  husband  for  the  slander  or  breaches  of 
the  peace  of  his  wife  dwm  sola.  But  by  the  marriage  the  husband 
assumes  all  the  liabilities  to  which  his  wife  is  subject  at  the  time 
of  the  marriage,  including  her  debts,  breaches  of  trust,  trespasses, 
slanders  and  libels.    {PaJmer  v.  Wak^fidd^  43  Eng.  Ch.  R.  227, 233.) ' 

§  218.  Although  the  husband  is  not  answerable  as  such  after  the 
death  of  his  wife,  for  her  debts  contracted  dum  sola^  in  considera- 
tion of  any  personal  property  he  has  received  with  her,  nevertheless, 
if  property  belonging  to  the  wife  vests  in  liim,  not  in  his  marital 
right,  but  as  administrator  of  his  wife,  he  is  liable  to  the  extent 
of  her  assets ;  for  since  he  cannot  recover  her.  property  outstanding 
at  her  death,  except  as  her  administrator,  such  property  will,  as  in 
ordinary  cases^  be  assets  to  pay  her  d^ebts.    {Heard  v.  Stamfordy  3 
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P.  Wma.  H.  409.  Adcdr  v.  ShaWy  1  Sch.  dk  Lef,  263.  Jones  v. 
Walkup^  5  SneecPa  {TennJ\.K  136.)  In  these  cases,  when  the  hus- 
band is  sued  as  the  administrator  of  his  wife,  to  recover  debts  due 
from  the  wife  dum  sola^  the  conrt  will  decree  payment  to  the 
extent  of  what  the  husband  has  received  since  his  wife's  death  as 
her  administrator,  and  he  will  be  declared  liable  for  so  much  only. 
If,  however,  the  husband  make  a  settlement  upon  the  wife,  in  con- 
sideration of  his  wife's  fortune,  which  is  expressly  secured  to  him 
it  would  not  be  subject  to  her  debts  dv/m,  sola^  not  being  collected 
during  coverture.  In  that  case  the  creditor  would  be  remediless 
unless  he  collect  his  debt  during  the  life  of  the  wife.  {MUfcrd  v. 
iHtford,  9  Vea.  JR.  87.) 

The  bankruptcy  of  the  husband  does  not  take  away  the  right  of 
the  wife's  creditors  dum  sola  to  look  for  payment  to  her  property, 
which  has  been  fraudulently  conveyed  away;  nor  will  his  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  destroy  the  creditor's  right  to  enforce  the  debt 
against  the  property  of  the  wife.  {HamUn  v.  Bridge^  24  Maine 
R  145.) 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  husband  administrator  upon  his 
deceased  wife's  estate  is  not  accountable  to  her  heirs  for  the  assets, 
although  he  have  a  balance  in  his  hands.  Such  assets  belong 
absolutely  to  the  husband.  {Clay  v.  Irvine^  4  Watts  <6  Serg.  [Pa.] 
R  232.    WhUdker  v.  Whitaker,  6  Johns.  [N.  F.]  R.  112.) 

The  husband  is  entitled  to  administer  upon  the  intestate  wife's 
estate,  and  takes  all  her  personal  property,  after  payment  of  her 
debts ;  and  he  cannot,  of  course,  be  cited  to  account  by  her  next 
of  kin.  This  is  the  rule  at  common  law,  and  always  prevails 
unless  expressly  changed  by  statute.  {Shumway  v.  Cooper^  16 
Bcurb.  Ji.  556.)  If  the  husband,  without  taking  out  letters  of 
administration,  obtain  possession  of  his  wife's  personal  property,  he 
may  retain  it  against  his  wife's  ne^i^t  of  kin ;  and  if  administration 
be  granted  to  a  third  person,  the  administrator  of  the  wife  is 
trustee  to  ihe  husband.  (  Whitaker  v.  WkUaker^  supra.)  But  more 
of  this  hereafter. 

The  husband  is  liable  for  a  devastavit  committed  by  his  wife 
dum  sola;  that  is,  whatever  assets  came  to  her  hands  as  the 
personal  representative  of  a  deceased  person,  and  were  wasted  by 
her  previous  to  the  coverture,  he  is  chargeable  with  as  for  her  debt 
during  coverture.  {Adaw  v.  Shaw^  1  Sch.  dk  Lrf.  263,  267.  In  re 
Mo  Williams^  lb.  172.    Carroll  v.  CannoU,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  [JTy.]  H. 
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199.  -  'PAiUip/f  V.  JRioharchonj  4  ib,  216.  Graves  v."  Dawjwy^  3 
Moru  [JSyJ]'  R.  355.  Ghaplm  v.  SimTnons^  7  ift*  389.  jVoe^iv  v. 
S^ndersofiy  4  Dessau.  [S.  C]  B.  459.  jEfKw  t.  Ptc^,  /}.  92. 
ti'^ato  v.  Phillips  J 1  Penn.  H.  888^)  So  also  tiie  huflband  is  liable 
for  the  acts  of  liiB  wife  befo!re  coverture  as  exeeatrix  de  son  toHf 
that  is,  "of  her  own=  wrong,"  {Hubble v. JFogertiey  8  Ridi.  \S,  C] 
IL  413.)  But  here  again  the  role  comes  in  that  the  hnsband  must 
he  prosecuted  during  coverture,  for  he  is  nojt  liable  for  the  devas- 
tavit of  his  wife  committed  before  marriage.  {MaJU  v.  Gammoi^ 
weaUk^  6  Bfxrr's  [Pa.]  R.  359.  EUiot  v.:  Lewisy  3  Edw.  [N.  Z] 
Ch.  R.  40,  45.)  However,  if  •  judgment  be  had  agaln^  •  husband 
and  wife  for  a  devastavit  by  the  wife  as  executrix  dvmih  sola,  and 
she  die  before  execution  issues,  it  may  be  executed  against  the 
husband  after  her  death.    {3/re  v.  Gauoard,  1  Sid,  R.  837.) 

If  the  husband  dies  before  the  wife^s  debt  is  recovered,  the  wife 
surviving  is  liable  for  the  debt.  (  Woodman  v.  Ghajpmanj  1  Camp. 
R.  189.)  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  wife  surviving  is  not  liable 
in  such  case,  if  the  husband,  during  coverture,  obtained  a  certificate 
in  bankruptcy,  for  the  certificate  discharges  the  wife's  debts  as  well 
as  his  own.  {Lockmood  v.  SaUer,  27  JShg.  G.  Z.  R,  83.  MUes  v. 
WiUicMnSy  1  P.  Wm^s.  R.  249.)  On  the  contrary^  it  has  been  held 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  that  the  dischaige  of  the  husband  in 
bankruptcy  does  not  discharge  the  wife,  the  court  of  appeals  hold- 
ing that  the  bankruptcy  of  tiie  husband  extinguishes  the  liability 
as  to  hnn ;  but  it  revives  against  the  wife  if  she  survive  her  hiis- 
bandv  ( Vanderheyden  v.  MaUory,  IN.  T.  R.  453.)  This  is, 
undoubtedly,  the  true  rule  in  equity,. howev^  the  rule  may  be  at 
law. 

§  219.  If  a  judgment  be  recovered  against  the  wife  previously  to 
her  marriage,  for  her  debt  while  single,  and  she  die  before  the  exe- 
cution is  sued  out,  the  husband  will  be  discharged  frcMu  the 
demand.  But  if  the  demand  be  sued  after  marriage,  and  a  judg- 
ment is  recovered  against  both  husband  and  wife,  and  the  wife  dies 
before  execution,  the  husband  will  continue  charged  for  the  demand; 
because  by  the  judgment  the  nature  of  the  debt  was  altered,  and 
from  that  time  it  became  his  own  debt.  {O^ Brian  v.  Rani^  8  Mod* 
R.  186.  Eyre  V.  Gowoflrd,  supra.  Treiban  v.  Lawrence^  2Xi 
Raym.  R.  1050.)  And  for  the  same  reason,  if  judgment  be  recov- 
ered against  the  wife  while  sole,  and  a  scvre-faoia^  be  brought  upon 
the  judgment  after  the  marriage  against  both  husband  and  wife, 
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and  a  judgment  be  obtained  on  the  acirefamoB^  tbe  husband  will 
not  be  discharged  after  the  wife's  death.  This  is,  manifestly,  the 
doctrine  as  laid  down  in  an  early  English  case,  though  differently 
understood  by  Mr.  Bright,  as  stated  in  his  treatise  on  the  Bights  of 
Husband  and  Wife.  {0' Brian  v.  Ram,  8  Mod.  R.  186. 2  Bngh£% 
Bus,  and  Wife,  3.)  But  the  husband  is  liable  if  the  demand  is  put 
into  judgment  during  coverture,  though  not  collected  until  after  the 
death  of  the  wife ;  and  as  a  sdr&facia^  is  treated  as  a  new  action, 
and  in  cases  where  other  parties  than  those  named  in  the  original 
judgment  became  interested  in  the  execution  of  the  judgment,  as 
by  marriage,  the  soire-famaa  is  .resorted  to,  to  make  the  new  person 
a  party  to  the  judgment,  the  husband  will  become  boimd  by  the 
judgment  originally  entered  against  the  wife.  It  is  very  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  judgment  entered  against  the  husband  and  wife 
upon  sctre-facias  brought  upon  the  judgment  against  the  wife  while 
sole,  will  hind  th^  husband,  though  no  execution  iteue  until  after 
the  death  of  the  wife,  and  tlie  husband  will  still  continue  to  be 
charged.  So,  also,  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  husband  for 
the  debt  of  his  wife  dum  sola,  may  be  enforced  against  his  estate 
after  his  death,  and  a  scire-fadaa  may  issue  against  his  executor. 
{Burton  v.  Burton,  5  Ha/rring.  [Bel."]  R.  441.) 

§  220.  The  statntes  of  several  of  the  states  have  changed  the 
liability  of  the  husband  with  respect  to  the  debts  of  his  wife  exist- 
ing at  the  period  of  the  marriage.  Thus,  in*  the  State  of  New 
York,  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  an  action  may  be  maintained 
against  the  husband  and  wife,  jointly,  for  any  debt  of  the  wife  con« 
tracted  before  marriage,  but  the  execution  on  any  judgment  in 
8Qch  action  can  only  issue  against,  and  such  judgment  will  only 
bind,  the  separate  estate  and  property  of  the  wife ;  except  that 
when  the  husband  acquires  the  separate  property  of  his  wife,  or 
any  portion  thereof,  by  any  antenuptial  contract,  or  otherwise,  he 
is  made  liable  for  the  debts  of  his  wife  contracted  before  marriage, 
to  the  extent  only  of  the  property  so  acquired.  {Laojoa  of  1853,  cK 
5T6.    4  8m.  at  Large,  514,  515.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine,  the  property  of  the  husband  cannot  be 
taken  in  execution  upon  i.  debt  contracted  by  his  wife  before  mar- 
riage, but  the  property  of  the  wife  is  alone  liable  for  such  debts. 
{Lam  of  1852,  ch.  291.    R.  S.  1857,  tit  6,  oh.  61,  §  4.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  is  expressly  provided  by  statute, 
tliat  the  property  of  the  wife  is  alone  liable  for  her  antenuptial 
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debts.  {Laws  of  1855,  ch.  804.  Oen.  Stat.  1860,  cA.  108,  §  8.) 
The  law  is  the  same  in  Pennsylvania.  {Purdon^s  Dig.  of  1861, 
pp.  669,  670,  §  14.    LeF&ore  r.  Wittner,  10  Pmn.  B.  506.) 

In  the  State  of  Kew  Hampshire,  it  is  provided  by  statnte,  that 
in  case  the  wife  dies  intestate,  the  husband  shall  take  a]l  of  her 
personal  property  subject  to  her  debts,  contracted  both  before  and 
after  marriage.  {Camp.  Lawa^  tit.  18,  ch.  159,  §  17.)  In  the  State 
of  Connecticut,  the  husband  is  not  liable  for  the  antenuptial  debts 
of  his  wife.    {Gen.  Stat.  1866,  tit.  13,  ch.  2,  §  81.) 

In  the  State  of  Georgia,  the  property  of  the  husband  is  not  liable 
for  the  antenuptial  debts  of  his  wife,  further  than  the  property 
received  by  him  through  his  wife  will  satisfy  such  debts.  {laws 
0/1855,  1856,  tit.  19,  §  176,^.  229.) 

In  Florida,  the  property  of  the  wife  alone  is  liable  for  her  debts 
contracted  before  marriage,  or  for  any  antenuptial  obligation. 
{Thompson's  Dig.,  2  div.^  tit.  5,  ch.  1,  §  2.)  And  th^  same  is  the  law 
in  Alabama.    {Code  of  1852,  §  1981.) 

In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  the  husband  cannot  be  made  liable 
for  the  antenuptial  debts  of  his  wife,  until  her  separate  property  is 
exhausted.  {Hutch.  Code^  ch.  34,  art.  7,  §  8.  JR.  S.  of  1857,  ch. 
40,  oH.  25.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  is 
alone  liable  for  her  antenuptial  debts  and  obligations,  except  that 
the  husband  may  be  made  liable  for  such  debts  to  the  extent  only 
of  the  personal  property  wluch  he  may  receive  through  her.  (2  £i 
S.y  ch.  47,  art.  2,  §§  1,  3.)     ' 

In  the  State  of  Indiana,  the  husband  is  liable  for  the  debts  and 
obligations  of  his  wife  contracted  before  marriage,  only  to  the 
extent  of  the  wife's  property,  and  this  liability  continues  after  the 
wife's  death.    (2  i?. /&  1862,  cA.  77,  §§  1,  2.) 

In  Missouri,  the  property  of  the  husband,  owned  before  marriage, 
or  acquired  afterward  by  descent,  gift;,  grant,  or  devise,  and  the 
use  and  profits  of  it  are  not  liable  for  the  antenuptial  debts  of  his^ 
wife.    {Laws  of  1849,  pp.  67,  68.) 

In  the  new  State  of  Kevada,  the  separate  property  of  the  hus- 
band cannot  be  reached  for  the  debts  of  his  wife,  contracted  befoie 
marriage.    {Zam  of  1864, 1865,  ch.  76,  §  13.) 

In  the  State  of  California,  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  is 
alone  liable  for  her  antenuptial  debts ;  and  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  such  debts,  the  husband  need  not  be  joined  with  the 
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wife  as  a  party  defendant.    {Comp.  Lav)B  1853^  eh.  147,  p.  812. 
BosUe  V.  Love,  16  Col.  R.  69.) 

It  id  probable  that  similar  provisions  exist  with  respect  to  the 
antenaptial  debts  of  the  wife,  in  some  of  the  states  not  here  men- 
tioned ;  but  if  there  are,  the  statutes  must  have  been  passed  quite 
recently. 

§  221.  Every  man  is  under  obligation  by  the  common  law  to 
supply  his  wife  with  necessaries,  suitable  to  his  degree  and  circum- 
stances, and  if  he  neglects  this  duty,  the  law  affords  a  remedy. 
The  wife  in  such  case  may  have  recourse  to  any  friend  for  necessa- 
ries, and  the  husband  is  bound  to  pay  for  them ;  for  when  the  law 
imposes  a  duty,  it  raises  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  person  upon 
whom  it  is  imposed  to  discharge  it.  It  is  a  settled  principle  in  the 
law  of  husband  and  wife,  that,  by  virtue  of  the  marital  relation,  and 
in  consequence  of  the  obligations  assumed  by  him  upon  marriage, 
the  husband  is  bound  tor  tlie  supply  of  necessaries  to  the  wife,  so 
long  OS  'she  is  not  guilty  of  adultery  or  elopement.  (  Vide  Cromr 
%oeU  V.  Benjamin,  41  Barb.  H,  558.)  The  plea  of  infancy  of  the 
husband  is  no  answer  to  a  claim  for  necessaries  furnished  to  the 
wife,  as  a  minor  is  liable  in  such  a  case  the  same  as  an  adult. 
{Contine  v.  PhiUips,  5  Harrington^ $  [^Del.l  ^.428.  Cole  v.  Sedey, 
25  Vt.  R.  220.) 

The  husband  is  bound  by  the  contracts  of  his  wife,  for  ordinary 
purchases,  from  a  presumed  assent  on  his  part,  but,  if  his  dissent 
be  shown,  the  presumption,  of  course,  is  rebutted,  and  then  he  is 
not  liable,  unless  the  seller  shows  the  absolute  necessity  of  the  pur- 
chase for  her  comfort.  {Etheringtan  v.  Parrctty  1  Salk.  R,  118.) 
And  this  doctrine  is  fully  recognized  in  this  country,  and  is 
believed  to  be  founded  on  correct  principles  of  justice.  {TherioU  v. 
Bangioliy  9  liosw.  R.  578.)  Therefore,  in  these  cases,  if  it  appear 
that  the  husband  has  given  notice  not  to  sell  to  his  wife  on  his 
account,  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay  by  the  husband  must  be 
shown,  or  that  the  goods  furnished  were  actually  necessary,  in 
order  to  make  him  liable. 

So  long  as  the  parties  cohabit  as  husband  and  wife,  the  husband 
is  liable  for  the  necessaries  of  his  wife,  suitable  to  his  degree  and 
estate ;  and  the  misconduct,  or  even  adultery,  of  his  wife,  in  that 
situation,  does  not  excuse  him  from  the  liability.  The  wife  pos- 
sesses no  original  power  to  bind  the  husband  for  her  necessaries ; 
but,  the  very  circumstance  of  cohabitation,  and  from  the  goods 


•  840  LAW  OF  COVSRTVRS. 

being  consumed  in  Iiis  house,  the  law  implies  the  assent  of  the  hus- 
band to  the  wife's  contracts  for  such  necessaries.  {EtheringUm  v. 
ParroU^  iSalk.  R,  118  The  rule  of  law  is,  that "  the  husband  will  be 
liable  when  the  goods  purdiased  by  her  (to  the  payment  for  which 
he  would  not  be  liable)  come  to  her  or  his  use  with  his  knowledge 
and  permission,  or  where  he  allows  her  to  retain  and  enjoy  them." 
(2  BrigMs  Hus.dk  Wife,  9.  Ogden  v.  Prentice,  33  Barh.  R 160, 164.) 

It  is  asserted  that  the  power  of  the  wife  to  oind  the  husband,  on 
any  of  her  contracts,  is  based  on  the  sole  ground  of  agency,  for  the 
reason  that  tiie  wife,  as  such,  has  no  original  and  inherent  power 
to  make  any  contract,  even  for  necessaries,  binding  on  the  husband. 
{Benjamin  v.  Benjamin,  15  Conn.  B.  347.)  And,  unl^s  the 
contract  was  originally  made  with  his  assent,  express  or  implied.— 
that  is,  express  or  implied  in  law,  or  from  certain  fact«,  or  was  snb- 
sequently  adopted  by  him — ^he  cannot  be  made  liable.,  {Lane  v. 
Ironmonger,  13  Mees.  <6  Wels*  B,  368.  Freeetone  r.  Butcher,  38 
JEng.  0.  L.  B.  269.) 

Cohabitation  is  so  strong  evidence  of  the  assent  of  the  husband, 
as  to  have  been  held  sufficient  to  make  him  liable  for  necessaries 
*  furnished  the  wife,  although  the  parties  were  not  legally  married, 
and  the  tradesman  knew  it,  the  husband  being  liable  for  the  debts 
of  his  wife  during  coverture,  if  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife 
was  only  de  facto,  (  Watson  v.  Trcdkeld,  2  Esp,  B.  627.  Bolm- 
son  V.  Nahon,  1  Camp,  B,  245.  Munro  v.  DeChemant,  4  tJ.  215. 
Blades  v.  Free,  17  Eng.  C.  L.  B,  351.) 

§  222.  With  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  husband  for  necessa- 
ries furnished  to  his  wife,  Mr.  Story  states  the  rule,  '4hat  when 
the  husband  and  wife  live  together,  or  when  they  live  separate 
for  any  other  cause  than  adultery,  and  the  husband  does  not  grant 
to  the  wife  an  adequate  allowance,  he  is  bound  to  furnish  her  with 
necessaries.  And  if  he  omit  to  furnish  them,  he  impliedly  makes 
her  his  agent  to  procure  them  for  herself,  nor  can  he  avoid  his 
liability  therefor  by  a  general  prohibition  to  all  persons,  his  pro- 
hibition in  such  case  being  considered  as  merely  void.  When, 
therefore,  'necessaries'  are  furnished  to  the  wife,  whether  the  has- 
band  knows  of  it  or  not,  the  law  raises  an  uncontrollable  presump- 
tion of  an  assent  and  authorization  thereto  on  his  part."  {^Uny 
on  Con.  §  97.) 

If  Mr.  Story  means  to  say,  in  the  last  preceding  sentence,  that 
the  husband  can  never  avoid  paying  for  aiticles  furnished  his  wife, 
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merely  becanse  they  were  necessaries,  suitable  to  his  and  her  estate 
and  d^ree,  and  because  they  cohabited  together,  he  has  stated  the 
rule  much  stronger  than  the  authorities  will  justify.  Cohabitation 
is  strong  evidence  of  the  assent  of  the  husband  to  the  contract  of 
his  wife  for  necessaries,  bnt  it  is  not  conclusive;  and  the  pre- 
sumption which  arises  from  that  fact  may  be  rebutted.  The 
husband  may  show  in  his  defense  iji  such  a  case,  that  he  supplied 
his  wife  himself,  or  that  he  did  so  by  his  agents,  or  that  he  gave 
her  ready  money  to  make  the  purchases.  {MarJy  v.  Scott j  1  Sid, 
B.  109.) 

Lord  Holt,  in  a  case  before  referred  to,  says:  "While  they 
cohabit,  the  husband  shall  answer  all  contracts  of  hers  for  neces- 
saries ;  for  his  assent  shall  be  presumed  to  all  necessary  contracts, 
upon  the  account  of  cohabiting,  unless  the  contrary  appears.'' 
And  he  held  the  presumption  rebutted  in  that  case,  by  the  fact 
that  notice  had  been  given  the  particular  tradesman  not  to  trust 
his  wife  on  his  account.    (Mherington  v.  ParroU^  1  Salk,  R,  118.) 

In  another  English  case  where  it  appeared  that  the  parties  were 
not  separated,  and  the  goods  were  necessaries,  Holroyd,  J.,  says : 
"If  a  husband  supplies  his  wife  with  money  sufficient  for  the 
purchase  of  necessai*ies,  he  is  not  liable  for  any  debt  contracted  by 
her  for  necessaries,  to  a  party  who  has  notice  of  this  allowance." 
{HoU  V.  Brim,  6  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  418.) 

•In  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  Piatt,  J.,  said : 
"The  duties  of  the  wife,  while  cohahUmg  vyith  her  huaband,  form 
the  consideration  of  his  liability  for  her  necessaries.  He  is  bound 
to  provide  for  her,  ^n  his  family  ^  and  while  he  is  guilty  of  no 
cruelty  toward  her,  and  is  willing  to  provide  her  a  home,  and  all 
necessaries  there,  he  is  not  bound  to  furnish  them  elsewhere." 
And  again :  "  Cohabitation  is  evidence  of  the  husband's  assent  to 
contracts  made  by  his  wife,  for  necessaries,  and  it  can  be  repelled 
only  by  express  notice  of  previous  dissent,  or  notice  not  to  trust 
her."    {McCiUchen  v.  McGahay,  11  JohnB.  li.  281,  282.) 

§  223.  It  is  doubtless  true,  that  during  cohabition,  the  husband  is 
bound  to  provide  for  his  wife  a  suitable  support,  and  if  he  does  not 
do  it,  he  is  legally  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  her  by  trades- 
men, even  though  such  necessaries  are  furnished  against  his  positive 
orderl.  By  omitting  to  furnish  his  wife  with  necessaries,  the 
husband  makes  her  impliedly  his  agent  to  purchase  them.  {SeaUm 
V.  Benedicty  15  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  355.)    This,  however,  is  altogether 
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a  different  proposition  than  to  affirm  that  the  hnsband  is  unconr 
iroUahly  bound  to  pay  for  \vhatever  his  wife  takes  up,  and  is  liable 
on  her  contracts,  merely  because  they  were  cohabiting,  and  the 
articles  furnished  were  necessary  and  suitable  in  quantity  and 
quality.  Cohabitation  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  of  authority 
to  purchase  necessaries,  but  is  no  evidence  of  authority  to  purchase 
other  articles  not  suitable  to  his  estate  and  degree,  or  the  station 
which  he  permits  his  wife  to  assume ;  and  without  some  other  evi- 
dence of  the  husband's  assent,  than  mere  cohabitation,  no  action  can 
be  maintained.  {Morton  v.  Withins^  Skin.  E.  349.  Montague  v. 
Benedict^  10  Miff.  C.  L.  R.  205.  Montague  v.  E^pinaese^  11  tJ. 
416, 454.  Spreadbury  v.  Chapmany  34  ih.  434.  Atkins  v.  Garwood^ 
82  ib.  21.) 

Slight  circumstances  have  been  held  sufficient  in  some  cases  to 
charge  the  husband  for  articles  not  suitable  to  his  wife^s  real  degree ; 
as,  if  he  knowingly  permit  her  to  assume  an  appearance  beyond 
that  degree.  {WaOhman  v.  WakejUM^  1  Camp.  R.  120.)  The 
mere  fact,  however,  that  the  husband  had  seen  the  articles,  will 
not  charge  him,  when  it  appeared  that  he  had  disapproved  of  their 
purchase.    (Atkine  v.  Carwood^  evpra.) 

If  the  tradesman  originally  gave  the  credit  to  the  wife,  although 
cohabitation  continued,  the  husband  is  not  chargeable,  whether  the 
articles  were  necessaries  or  not.  {BenfUy  v.  Griffin^  1  Eng.  C.  L.  7?. 
181.  Metcalfe  v.  Shaw^  3  Camp.  R.  22.  Moses  v  Forgarti^,  2  SUTs 
[S.  C]  R.  335.  iSweet  v.  Penrice,  24  Miss.  R.  416.)  When  a  physi- 
cian renders  professional  services  to  a  married  woman  at  her  request, 
and  expressly  upon  her  credit,  while  she  is  living  apart  from  her 
husband,  the  supreme  court  of  Vermont  held  that  the  role  was 
clear  that  he  could  not  afterward  recover  in  asimmpsit  against 
the  husband.  {Carter  v.  Sbwardy  6  Am.  Law  Reg.  N.  S.  411.) 
In  this  case  the  separation  between  the  husband  and  wife  was 
voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  though  not  an  adulterous  elope- 
ment, and  it  is  probable,  therefore,  that  the  physician  could  hare 
recovered  of  the  husband  for  his  services,  had  the  same  been  done 
upon  his  credit.  (  Vide  Day  v.  Bumhamy  36  Vt.  R.  87.  Bhck 
V.  Brya/ny  18  Texas  R.  463.) 

When  a  wife  having  a  separate  income,  purchased  solely  upon 
her  own  credit,  suitable  furniture  for  a  house  held  for  her  by  trua 
tees  and  occupied  by  herself  and  her  husband,  and  subsequently 
died,  having  bequeathed  the  furniture  to  her  husband,  the  supreme 
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court  of  New  Hampshire  held  that  the  vendor,  who  had  thus  sold 
the  fumittire  to  her  with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  could  not  recover 
for  it  of  the  husband  in  assumpsit.  {Hill  v.  Goodrich^  6  Am.  Lcm 
Reg.  N.  S.  250.)  And  in  a  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  where  it  appeared  that  a  feme-covert  had  a  separate 
estate  vested  in  a  trustee,  and  services  were  rendered  on  the  estate, 
and  the  credit  given  to  her,  the  com*t  held  that  the  husband  was 
not  liable,  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  remarking :  ^^  There 
is  no  equitable  or  legal  consideration  on  which  his  liability  can  be 
sustained  when  the  credit  was  given  exclusively  to  the  wife.'' 
{^mmers  v.  McCovrih^  2  Wetid.  li.  454.) 

If  a  wife  contract  for  necessaries,  or  for  goods  that  go  to  the  use 
of  the  husband,  the  law  presumes  the  wife  to  be  his  agent,  and  he 
will  be  made  liable  to  pay  for  the  articles  purchased.  (  WilUams 
y.  Cowanj  1  OrcrnXs  [Penn.]  Caeea^  21.  2  Phil.  B.  70.  6  Am.  Law 
Reg.  315.  Vide  also  MoOearge  v.  £gaah^  7  ScoWs  H.  112.  Plimr 
mer  v.  >KZ&,  3  Jfeo.  <b  Man.  H.  422.) 

When  a  husband  lives  with  his  wife,  and  has  paid  bills  created 
by  her,  his  estate  is  liable  for  goods  suitable  to  his  condition  in  life, 
bought  by  her  without  his  order,  and  received  in  his  house  a  few 
hours  before  his  death,  and  partly  used  before  that  time  and  at  his 
funeral,  although  the  wife  had  separate  property,  and  sohietimes 
paid  bills  witli  it.  {Staling  v.  Potts,  2  South.  [iT.  'J.]  R.  773.) 
But  it  seems  that  the  husband's  executor  is  not  bound  to  pay  for 
goods  supplied  to  the  wife  after  her  husband's  death,  although 
before  information  of  his  death  has  been  received.  {Blades  v.  Freey 
17  Eng.  C.  L.  B.  351.)  And  as,  in  such  a  case,  the  wife  is  not 
liable,  it  follows  that  the  tradesman  who  supplied  the  goods  is 
remediless.    {SmaH  v.  Uhury^  10  Mees.  <6  Wels.  B.  1.) 

But  the  estate  of  a  deceased  husband  is  subject  to  the  funeral 
chaises  of  his  wife,  though  she  had  a  separate  maintenance  which 
she  disposed  of  by  will.  {Mherington  v.  Parrotty  1  JSalL  B.  119. 
Gregory  v.  Lockyer^  6  Madd.  Ch.  B.  90.) 

§  224.  The  husband  is  not  liable  as  husband  for  money  borrowed 
by  his  wife,  even  though  the  money  be  applied  to  the  purchase  of 
necessaries,  or  to  the  redemption  of  the  wife's  clothes  that  have 
been  pawned.  Neither  is  the  husband  liable  if  the  wife  take  up 
goods,  and,  before  they  are  made  into  clothes,  pawns  them ;  tliough 
the  rule  is  otherwise  if  the  clothes  are  made  up  and  worn  and  then 
pawned,  for  in  that  case  the  husband  may  be  liable.    In  these 
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cases  the  husband  cannot  be  made  liable  unless  his  request  be 
averred  and  proved^  or  there  be  circnmstances  to  show  that  the 
wife  contracted  the  debt  as  the  agent  of*  her  husband.  {EarU  v. 
FeaU,  1  Salk.  JR.  887.  Mherington  v.  ParroU,  Ih.  118.  Anany- 
mou8y  2  Show.  B.  283,  290.  Stxme  v.  MoNair,  2  Eng.  C.  Z.  R, 
166.  Stevenson  v.  Ho^dy^  3  WiU.  H.  388.  Walker  v.  Simpson,  7 
TPa^  d^  Serg.  [Penn.]  iZ.  83.)  The  husband  can  in  no  case  be 
made  liable  upon  the  contract  of  the  wife  if  the  same  be  ill^l; 
for  example,  it  is  ruled  that  the  husband  is  not  liable  for  diet  and 
lodging  famished  his  wife  in  a  prison,  unless  he  assented  to  it 
{Fowler  v.  Dyndeyy  2  Stra.  R.  1122.) 

The  rule  in  equity  is  different  from  that  at  law,  when  the  wife 
borrows  money  without  the  express  authority  of  the  husband,  and 
actually  expends  it  for  the  purchase  of  necessaries.  In  equity,  in 
such  a  case,  the  l^ider  of  the  money  will  be  allowed  to  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  tradesman,  and  to  have  satisfaction  as  far  as 
the  tradesman  could  had  he  been  plaintiff.  {Harris  v.  Lee,  1  P, 
Wms.  R,  482.    Walker  v.  Simpson,  supra,) 

Upon  the  same  principle  that  cohabitation  is  presumptive  evi- 
dence of  the  authority  of  the  wife  to  contract  for  necessaries,  a 
man  is  liable  for  the  debts  incurred  for  necessaries  by  a  woman 
with  whom  he  cohabits,  holding  her  out  to  the  world  as  his  wife, 
though  of  right  she  may  not  be  his  wife ;  that  the  relation  of  has- 
band  and  wife  exists  de  facto  is  sufficient  to  fix  the  reputed 
husband  for  such  debts  during  coverture.  {Robinson  v.  Nahan,  1 
Camp.  R.  245.  Muwro  v.  DeChemaivt,  4  ih,  215.  Watson  v. 
ThrelMd,  2  Eep.  R.  637.    Blades  v.  Free,  17  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  351.) 

So,  also,  when  a  man,  being  already  married,  marries  to  a  second 
woman,  he  will  be  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  the  second 
wife  during  their  cohabitation,  and  he  cannot  -discharge  himself 
from  the  obligation  by  proof  of  the  former  marriage.  {Robinson 
r.Ifahany  supra.)  But  if  it  could  be  proved  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  of  the  celebration  of  the  first  marriage,  it  would  be  a  bar 
to  the  action.    {lb.) 

At  common  law,  the  husband  alone  is  liable  for  necessaries  fur- 
nished to  the  wife  during  coverture,  and  in  an  action  therefor  to 
recover  for  thci  same,  the  wife  ought  not  to  be  joined.  {Main  v. 
Stepk&nsj  4  E.  D.  SmM^s  R.  86.)  In  the  State  of.  Pennsylvania, 
however,  they  have  a  statute  providing  that  in  cases  of  necessaries 
ftrnished  for  the  family  of  a  married  woman,  an  action  may  be 
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brought  therefor  against  the  husband  and  wife,  and  if  judgment 
is  recovered,  an  execution  may  issue  thereon  against  tbe  property 
of  the  husband,  and  if  the  execution  is  returned  unsatisfied,  an 
alias  execution  may  issue  against  the  property  of  the  wife.  {Pur 
don^B  Dig.  p,  700,  §  13.)  Under  this  statute,  in  order  to  hold  the 
wife,  the  debt  for  the  necessaries  must  have  been  contracted  by 
her.  {Murray  v.  Keyes^  35  Penn.  H.  384.  Parke  v.  KUber^  37 
ib.  251.)  They  have  a  similar  statute  in  the  State  of  Texas. 
( Vide  Magee  v.  WhiU,  28  Teaoaa  R.  180.) 

Thus  much  for  the  liability  of  the  husband  upon  the  contracts 
of  the  wife  for  necessaries,  and  the  presumptions  of  law  during 
cohabitation.  It  is  the  duty  of  th^  husband,  under  all  circum- 
stances, to  provide  his  wife  a  suitable  and  reasonable  support, 
according  to  his  degree  and  estate,  during  coverture ;  and  if  he 
refuses  or  unreasonably  neglects  to  do  so,  he  is  liable  to  any  one 
who  performs  that  duty  for  him. 

1 225.  If  the  husband  and  wife  separate  a^d  live  apart  by  mutual 
agreement,  the  husband  is  still  liable  for  necessaries  supplied  to  his 
wife,  under  tbe  same  circumstapces  and  subject  to  the  same  excep* 
tions  as  though  they  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife.  {Mayhew  v. 
Thayer,  6  Oray^s  {Maes.)  R.  172.  Zochjoood  v.  Thomas^  12, Johns. 
£.  248.) 

This  rule,  however,  does  not .  apply  to  the  case  of  a  man  having 
two  wives,  and  the  necessaries  are  furnished  to  the  second  wife. 
In  such  a  case,  if  the  goods  were  furnished  to  the  woman  after  the 
parties  had  ceased  to  cohabit,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  if  it  be 
proved  that  they  never  were  married,  though  they  had  lived 
t(^ther  as  man  and  wife  for  seventeen  years.  Lord  EUenborough 
said:  "Had  the  goods  been  furnished  while  the  defendant  was 
living  with  this  lady,  his  representation  that  she  was  his  wife  would 
have  been  conclusive  against  him;  but  I  think  his  liability  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  her  after  they  had  separated,  depends  entirely 
upon  whether  he  really  had  been  lawfully  married  to  her  or  not. 
If  the  jury  think  upon  the  evidence  that  she  is,  indeed,  his  wife, 
they  will  find  for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  action  cannot  otherwise 
be  sustained."  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff.  {Munro  v.  De 
Chemantj  4  Gamp.  R.  216.  Clancy  on  Hus.  and  Wife,  46,.  47.)  He 
is  also  liable  for  such  necessaries  when  the  separation  is  involuntary 
en  the  part  of  the  wife ;  or  when  the  husband  turns  his  wife  out 
of  doors  without  provision  and  without  sufficient  cause,  his  assent 
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to  her  contract  for  the  purchase  of  articles  of  necessity  is  implied 
by  a  fiction  of  law  founded  on  his  duty  to  provide  for  her  reason- 
able support,  by  causelessly  and  unjustifiably  sending  her  6*001  his 
home,  or  giving  her  a  general  credit  for  necessaries  for  which  he  is 
answerable.  {McOahay  v.  Williams^  12  Johria,  B,  293.  BcUon 
V.  Prentice^  2  Stra,  H.  1214.  Emmett  v.  Nortony  34  Eng,  C.  Z. 
R.  503.)  If  the  husband  drive  his  wife  from  his  house  by  severity, 
she  not  being  guilty  of  adultery,  the  husband  continues  to  be  liable 
for  necessaries  furnished  her,  the  same  as  though  he  cohabited  with 
her.  {Clement  v.  MaUzson^  7  Richardean^B  [S,  <7.]  R.  93.  Shdicn 
V.  Pendleton^  18  Conn.  R.  417.  Evans  v.  Fisher ^  7  6ilm,  [JU.] 
R.  569.)  Personal  violence,  whether  actually  inflicted  or  only 
threatened,  is  cause  for  the  separation  of  a  wife  from  her  husband ; 
and  as  it  justifies  her  in  quitting  his  roof,  he  continues  liable  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  her.  {Breinig  v.  MeitzUr^  23  Penn.  JR. 
156.)  In  fact,  the  husband  continues  liable  for  necessaries  fur- 
nished to  his  wife  in  all  cases  where  she  has  justifiably  left  him 
and  lives  separate  and  apart  from  him.  {Bwrlen  v.  Shanneu,  14 
Oraxfs  \Mass^  R.  433.  Kemp  v.  Dunham^  5  Hwrring.  [2?rf.]  R. 
417.  RavUns  v.  Vandyke^  3  Esp.  R.  251.  Hodges  v.  Hodges,  1 
ib.  441.  McCutchen  v.  McOahay^  11  Johns.  R.  281.  HurUstm 
V.  Smithy  11  Efig.  0.  Z.  R.  64.  Pomeroy  v.  Wellsy  8  PaipeU  R. 
406.  Pea/rson  v.  Darrivjgtony  32  Ala,  R.  227.  Hancock  v.  Mer- 
ricky  10  Ciish.  [Mass.']  R.  41.)  And  this  is  the  rule,  notwithstand- 
ing the  husband  may  have  forbidden  people  to  trust  the  wife  on 
his  account ;  or,  in  case  the  wife  was  originally  compelled  to  leave 
her  husband  by  personal  abuse,  he  may  ask  her  to  return,  and 
promises  to  use  her  well.  (Bradish  v.  Huse,  1  Dane^s  Ah.  R.  855.) 
The  authority  of  the  wife  to  bind  her  husband  for  necessaries  fiir- 
nished  to  her  while  living  separate  from  him,  depends  upon  his 
obligations  to  support  his  wife,  independent  of  notice  to  persons 
'  who  deal  with  her:  Therefore,  if  the  wife  is  not,  from  her  condnct, 
legally  entitled  to  support  from  her  husband,  the  fact  that  the 
tradesman  had  no  knowledge  of  the  conduct  of  the  wife  or 
the  cause  of  the  separation,  does  not  give  him  a  cause  of  action 
for  the  necessaries  furnished.  {Cfill  v.  Recui,  5  R.  I.  R.  343.)  Bj 
the  commission  of  adultery,  the  husband  justifies  the  wife  in 
leaving  him,  and,  if  she  leaves  his  house  in  such  a  case,  he  is  liable 
for  her  necessaries,  though  he  forbids  trust  to  her;  nor  can  he 
shield  himself  by  offering  to  provide  for  her  in  a  separate  apart- 
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ment  of  his  residence.  {Sykes  v.  Halstead^  1  &ind.  R.  483.)  In 
one  case  it  was  held  that  the  husband  was  not  liable  for  necessaries 
supplied  to  ^is  wife,  who  had  quitted  him  in  consequence  of  his 
having  placed  a  profligate  woman  at  the*head  of  his  table.  (Hor- 
toood  V.  Hoffe^  3  Tav/rd.  R,  421.)  But  in  a  later  case  it  was  held 
that  this  doctrine  could  not  be  law.  {Surlistan  v.  Smythy  11  Eng* 
a  L.  R.  64.) 

When  the  husband  has  become  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to 
his  wife  by  turning  her  out  of  doors,  he  cannot  relieve  himself  from 
each  liability  by  cautioning  the  public  in  the  newspapers,  or  giv^ 
ing  notice  to  individuals,  not  to  trust  her  on  his  account.  It  was 
raled  by  Lord  Kenyon  long  ago,  that  "  if  he  put  her  out  of  doors, 
though  he  advertise  her,  and  caution  all  persons  not  to  trust  her, 
or  if  he  even  gave  particular  notice  to  individuals  not  to  give  her 
credit,  still  he  would  be  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  her,  for 
the  law  has  said,  that  when  a  man  turns  his  wife  out  of  doors,  he 
Bends  with  her  credit  for  her  reasonable  expenses."  {Harris  v. 
Morris,  4  JSsp*  Caa.  41.)  And  his  Lordship  said  in  another  case, 
that  when  a  wife's  situation  in  her  husband's  house  was  rendered 
unsafe  from  his  cruelty  or  ill  treatment,  he  should  rule  it  equiva- 
lent to  a  turning  her  out  of  the  house,  and  that  the  husband  should 
be  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  her  under  these  circumstances. 
{Hodges  v.  Hodges,  1  Esp.  Cos.  441.) 

§  226.  When  a  husband,  well  able  to  support  his  wife,  who  was 
insane,  n^lected  to  protect  and  provide  for  her ;  and  she  wandered 
into  an  adjoining  town,  where  she  received  support,  the  expenses 
of  which  were  reimbursed  in  the  first  instance  by  the  town  where 
she  was  relieved,  and  then  repaid  by  the  town  of  the  husband's  set- 
tlement and  abode ;  it  was  held,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  that  the 
Utter  town  might  recover  against  the  husband  the  expenses  thus 
incurred.  {Alna  v.  Plummer,  4  Chreerd.  R.  258.  Vide  also  Mor\r 
wti  V.  WmUarris,  6  Oray*s  [Mdssi]  R.  416.)  Unquestionably  the 
husband  would  be  liable,  at  common  law,  to  pay  for  the  support 
of  his  wife  under  such  circumstances,  to  the  person  furnishing  such 
support ;  but  it  is  questionable  whether  the  pubUc  could  give  the 
necessary  relief  in  such  a  case,  and  then  look  to  the  husband  for 
reimbursement,  unless  a  statute  exists  providing  such  a  remedy. 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  it  has  been  expressly  held,  that 
superintendents  of  the  poor  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  a 
hoftband  for  boarding,  clothing  and  medical  aid  furnished  to  his 
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wife  as  a  pauper ;  notwithstanding  he  has  maltreated  her  and 
expelled  her  from  his  house  without  just  cause,  and  refuses  to  pro- 
yide  for  her  though  of  sufficient  ability  to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that 
the  wife  of  a  man  who  i^  bound  bj  law  to  support  her,  and  who 
has  abundant  means  to  do  so,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  pauper 
{barton  v.  Rhodes^  18  Barb.  JR.  100.)  This  is  doubtless  the  doc- 
trine of  the  common  law ;  although  in  one  case  in  the  late  court 
of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York,  the  chancellor  made  & 
remark  which  would  seem  to  countenance  the  idea  that  an  action 
at  law  would  lie  against  the  husband  by  the  superintendents  of  the 
poor,  upon  common  law  principles.  {Poineroy  v.  WelU^  8  PaigeB 
a.  406.)  But  the  chancellor  cites  no  authority  to  sustain  the 
remark,  and  does  not  seem  to  have  carefully  considered  the  ques- 
tion, and  the  intimation  is  expressly  disapproved  in  the  case  of 
Norton  v.  Rhodes^  mpra^  while  the  general  liability  of  the  hns^ 
band  in  such  cases,  is  recognized.  * 

'  §  227.  Where  a  husband,  absent  from  his  family,  had  knowledge 
that  his  wife  was  keeping  a  boarding-house,  to  support  herself  and 
children,  and  did  not  return  to  them,  or  make  any  provision  for 
them,  but  suffered  her  to  continue  the  business  and  rent  a  house 
for  that  purpose,  without  expressing  any  dissent,  or  publishing  any 
prohibition,  and  she  conducted  it  in  a  reasonable  and  prudent 
manner  to  support  the  family,  it  was  held,  in  tlie  State  of  Connec- 
ticut, that  the  husband  was  liable  on  her  contract  to  pay  the  rent 
of  the  house.  {Rotch  v.  MUes^  2  Conn.  R,  638.)  And  it  may  be 
laid  down  as  a  general  proposition  that,  at  common  law,  a  husband 
is  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  his  wife,  when  he  absents  himself 
without  leaving  her  with  reasonable  means  of  support,  and  the 
same  will  be  true,  if  he  lives  separate  from  his  family,  .and  omits 
to  furnish  them  with  necessaries  suitable  to  their  condition  in  life, 
and  the  means  at  his  command.  {Cheek  v.  Bellows^  17  Texas  B. 
613.  KimhaU  v.  Keyee^  11  Wend.  R.  33.  Bird  v.  Jonee^  3  Man- 
ning cfe  Ryl.  R.  121.  Wood  v.  O'KeUy,  8  Cueh.  [Maes.']  R.  406. 
HaU  V.  Weir^  1  AUen^s  [Maas.]  R.  261.  It  has  even  been  held 
that  when  the  husband,  knowing  of  his  wife's  adultery,  abandoned 
his  house  and  left  her  in  it,  with  children  bearing  his  name,  but 
without  making  any  provision  for  her  by  reason  of  the  separation, 
and  the  wife  continued  in  a  state  of  adultery,  he  was  liable  for 
necessaries  to  her  during  that  period.  {Norton  v.  I^asan^  1  Bob. 
da  PvU.  R.  226.)    This,  however,  must  be  understood  with  the 


proviso  that  the  tradesman  was  ignorant  of  the  wife's  adulterous 
iutercoorse,  or  the  fact  mnet  exist  that  the  husband  voluntarily 
yielded  his  bed  to  the  adulterer  and  made  no  provision  for  the 
wife.  Knowing  of  her  criminal  conduct;  he  must  either  obtain  a 
decree  of  divorce  or  continue  to  maintain  her.  Though  in  the 
State  of  Massachusetts  it  has  been  held,  that  when  the  husband 
tarns  awaj  his  wife  for  the  cause  of  her  adultery,  he  is  not  liable 
on  her  contracts  made  with  persons  having  notice  that  he  has 
discarded  her ;  and  it  was  even  questioned  whether  the  want  of 
Buch  notice,  or  that  a  divorce  had  been  refused  the  husband  on  the 
ground  of  like  criminality  on  his  part,  would  make  any  differeuca 
(Hunter  v.  Boucher^  3  Pick.  R.  289.)  This,  however,  comes  very 
far  short  of  showing  that  the  husband  is  not  liable  under  the 
same  circumstances,  provided  the  wife  continue  to  inhabit  his  own 
house. 

§  228.  But  the  husband  is  exempt  from  the  duty  of  providing 
necessaries  for  his  wife,  in  all  cases  where  the  circumstances  are 
Buoh  as  to  preclude  all  possibility  and  even  propriety,  to  raise  an 
implication  that  the  wife  acts  imder  his  authority. 

Thus,  if  the  wife  leave  her  husband  and  forsakes  his  home  of  her 
own  accord,  wantonly  and  without  a  justifiable  cause,  the  law 
does  not  continue  the  implied  authority  from  him  to  her  to  pur- 
chase necessaries  which  obtains  when  they  continue  to  cohabit. 
[Collins  V.  MUchellj  5  Sarring.  IDd.]  R.  369.  Pool  v.  Everton^ 
5  J(mes'  [N.  CI]  Law  R.  241.  BJierington  v.  ParroU,  1  Salk.  R. 
118.  &  a  2  Zd.  Raym.  R.  1006.  Jfon%  v.  SooU,  1  Sid.  R.  130. 
1  Eib.  R.  430.  Bailei/  v.  Callcott,  4  Jur.  699.  Broum  v.  Pat- 
tan,  3  Humph.  [Tenn.]  R.  135.  jBurlen  v.  Shannon^  14  Gray^s 
[Mim.]  R.  433.  Bindley  v.  Westmeath,  13  Bug.  C.  L.  R.  141. 
Carey  v.  Patim^  2  Ashm.  {Pewn.']  R.  140.) 

The  cause  which  will  justify  the  wife  in  leaving  her  husband  so 
as  to  render  him  liable  for  her  necessaries  while  away  from  him, 
must  be  grave  and  weighty,  and  if  she  forsake  him  except  for  some 
such  serious  cause,  he  is  exempt  from  all  liability  on  her  account. 
[Rice  V.  Dv/rkee,  25  III.  R.  503.) 

When  a  wife  elopes  from  her  husband  without  any  sufficient 
cause,  though  not  with  an  adulterer,  the  husband  will^not  be  liable 
for  any  of  her  contracts,  though  the  person  who  gives  her  credit 
for  necessaries  had  no  notice  of  the  elopement.  {McOutchen  v. 
MoGahay,  11  Johns.  R.  281.) 
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When  tlie  wife  left  the  husband,  not  from  any  fear  of  personal 
violence,  bat  from  dislike  to  inmates  of  the  family,  and  went  to 
her  fadier's,  and  refused  to  return  unless  the  husband  would  get 
rid  of  such  inmates,  it  was  held  that  the  husband  was  not  liable  to 
the  father  for  her  maintenance.  {Blowers  y.  Sturtevant^  4  JDenuys 
H.  46.)  Of  coarse,  the  elopement  of  the  wife,  accompanied  with 
adultery,  will  discharge  the  husband  from  all  obligation  to  find  her 
necessaries,  and  consequently  he  will  not  be  bound  by  her  contracts 
for  them  under  such  circumstances,  for  it  would  be  most  unreasoa- 
able  in  such  a  case  to  continue  the  implication  of  his  authoritj  to 
her  to  procure  necessaries ;  and  in  such  an  aggravated  case,  his 
refusal  to  take  her  again  will  not  revive  his  obligation  to  maintain 
her.  {Morris  v.  Martin^  1  S^a.  £.  647.  Manwaring  v.  Sands,  2 
ib.  707.  Hardin  v.  GraM^  8  Car.  dk  Payne's  R.  612.  2  BrtqUt 
Hushand  and  Wife^  14.)  And  this  doctrine  is  carried  to  the  extent 
that  the  husband  is  not  liable  to  maintain  his  wife  who  has  left 
him,  and  committed  adultery,  although  he  has  himself  afterward 
been  guilty  of  the  same  ofifense.  {Rex  v.  Flmtan^  1  Bam,  d 
Aid.  R.  227.) 

In  one  case  the  demand  was  for  the  wife's  board  and  lodging; 
and  it  appeared  that  the  wife  had  been  turned  out  of  doors  by  the 
husband,  and  afterward  committed  adultery,  and  finally  offered  to 
return  home,  but  the  husband  refused  to  receive  her.  The  conit 
held  that  the  husband  was  not  liable,  and  said,  *'  that,  though  this 
precise  case  did  not  appear  to  have  been  controverted  before,  it  was 
probably  because  the  points  had  not  been  doabted ;  and  that  it 
must  be  governed  by  the  same  principle  on  which  it  had  been 
determined  that  the  husband  is'  not  liable  in  cases  where  the  wife 
goes  away  with  an  adulterer ;  that  this  was  not  a  modem  rule,  bnt 
was  mentioned  by  Lord  Coke,  that  if  a.  wife  go  away  with  an 
adulterer  she  loses  her  dower.  That  the  question  depended  upon 
this,  whether  the  necessaries  were  provided  before  or  after  the  wife 
committed  adultery ;  if  aft^r,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained. 
And  that  in  this  case,  if  the  wife  had  instituted  a  suit  in  the 
ecclesiastical  court  against  the  husband  for  restitution  of  conjagal 
rights,  they  would  not  have  assisted  her."  {Oovifi  v.  Sdneod,  6 
Term  R.  603.) 

It  has  been  held,  in  general  terms,  that  the  husband  is  not  liable 
for  necessaries  furnished  to  his  wife  living  apart  from  him  if  6he 
has  committed  adultery,  whether  before  or*  after  the  separation; 
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and  that  the  diamissal  of  the  husband's  petition  against  his  wife  for 
a  divoroe  is  not  conclosive  that  the  wife  is  not  gniltj  of  adultery 
in  an  action  which  is  brought  to  recover  for  necessaries.  {GUI  v. 
Head,  6  B.  I.  R.  348.    Havoard  v.  WhiMane,  10  Ohio  R.  365, 370.) 

§  229.  The  husband  is  also  exempt  from  the  duty  of  supplying 
his  wife  with  necessaries,  and  is  not  liable  for  any  of  her  debts  con- 
tracted for  articles  furnished  to  her  when  the  husband  and  wife 
part  by  consent,  and  the  husband  secures  to  the  wife  a  separate 
maintenance  sufficient  and  suitable  to  his  condition  in  life,  and 
pays  it  according  to  agreement,  and  the  general  reputation  of  the 
separation  will  be  sufficient  to  defeat  a  recovery.  {Galkins  v.  Zongy 
22  ^rft.  H.  97.  jBaker  v.  Barney^  8  Johns.  B.  72.  Fenner  v. 
Lewisy  10  ti.  38.  Todd  v.  StokeSy  1  Salk.  B.  116.)  In  the  case 
of  Todd  V.  StoheSy  Holt,  Gh.  J.,  says :  ^^  If  baron  and  feme  separate 
by  consent,  and  she  has  a  separate  allowance,  it  is  unreasonable 
she  should  still  have  it  in  her  power  to  charge  him." 

In  general  where  a  separation  of  husband  and  wife  takes  place 
by  consent,  the  obligation  to  maintain  the  wife  lies  upon  the  hus- 
band, unless  she  forfeits  her  right  to  that  maintenance  by  her  own 
miacondact.  A  provision  for  a  separate  maintenance  is  of  com« 
paratively  modern  introduction.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  a  case  before 
him,  states  the  origin  of  this  practice.  He  says,  in  the  ancient 
law  there  was  no  idea  of  a  separate  maintenance ;  but  when  it  was 
established,  what  said  the  courts  ?  That  the  husband  shall  not  be 
liable,  even,  for  necessaries ;  and  they  said  so  because  convenience 
and  justice  require  it.    {Corbett  v.  PodnitZy  1  Term  B.  5.) 

In  all  these  cases  of  mutual  separation,  with  an  allowance  to  the 
wife,  great  stress  is  laid  upon  the  circumstance  of  the  due  security 
and  punctual  payment  of  the  pecuniary  maintenance  allowed  to 
the  wife.  The  case  may  be  considered  as,  in  some  measure, 
analogous  to  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  when  the  accord  avails 
nothing  unless  satisfaction  be  made.  The  covenant  for  an  allow- 
ance is  of  no  use  if  the  maintenance  be  not  paid.  It  gives  no 
credit  to  the  wife,  for  no  action,  at  common  law,  can  be  brought 
against  her.  It  is  to  supply  her  with  ready  money,  for,  if  she  have 
a  provision,  which  is  duly  paid,  she  will  have  the  means  in  her 
hands  of  acquiring  all  the  necessaries  of  life  suitable  to  her  degree. 
If  tradesmen  give  her  credit,  it  is  their  own  fault.  They  can 
neither  sue  her  nor  the  trustees ;  and,  if  the  mere  covenant  exempt 
the  husband,  a  person  who  has  provided  clothes  or  meat  for  the 
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wife  may  be  compelled  to  seek  his  /edress  in  a  eonrt  of  eqnitj, 
and,  in  the  mean  time,  the  wife  must  starve.  It  is  unreasonable, 
in  the  highest  degree,  to  consider  that  as  a  ground  of  exemption 
which  the  law  itself  would  impose.  This  is  the  reasoning  of 
Chambre,  J„  in  a  case  in  England,  in  which  the  question  was  most 
thoroughly  considered;  and  Heath,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  said: 
^'  To  suppose  that  a  woman,  who  is  parted  from  her  husband 
under  an  agreement  for  a  separate  maintenance,  is  not,  by  law, 
entitled  to  cimrge  her  husband  with  payment  for  necessaries,  when 
he  withholds  the  stipulated  allowance,  shocks  my  humanity,  and 
revolts  my  reason ;"  and,  although  Sir  James  Mansfield,  Ch.  J., 
diiSered  with  his  brothers  on  the  bench,  it  was  held  that  the  has- 
band  must  not  only  covenant,  through  the  medium  of  a  trustee,  to 
maintain  his  wife  by  a  proper  allowance,  but  the  allowance  must 
be  punctually  paid,  or  the  person  who  supplies  her  with  neces- 
saries may  maintaiin  an  indebitatus  assumpsit  against  the  husband 
for  such  necessaries.  {Nurse  v.  Craig^  5  Bos,  <&  JPul.  H.  138.) 
And  this  is  the  doctrine  universally  recognized  at  the  present  daj. 
There  must  not  only  be  an  ample  and  binding  allowance,  but  the 
allowance  must  be  punctually  paid,  in  order  to  exempt  the  hns- 
band  from  his  liability  to  pay  for  necessaries  furnished  to  his  wife, 
while  they  are  living  separate  and  apart  by  mutual  consent. 
(  Vide  Baker  v.  Barney^  8  Johns,  R.  72.)  The  actual  payment  of 
the  allowance,  or  other  provision,  is  absolutely  necessary,  and  it 
has  been  held  that  a  decree  for  alimony  will  not  destroy  the  lia- 
bility of  the  husband,  unless  the  alimony  be  duly  paid.  {Hunt  v. 
DeBlaquierSy  15  £nff,  (7.  Z.  li.  635.) 

§229.  a  The  only  essential  requisites  to  a  valid  allowance  are, 
that  it  be  really  sufiicient  for  the  wife,  and  be  acttcally  paid,  and 
no  notice  to  tradesmen,  or  general  notoriety,  is  necessary  to  dis- 
charge the  husband,  whether  the  articles  furnished  were  or  were 
not  necessaries,  {Mizen  v.  Fich^  8  Mees.  <Sk  Wets,  R.  481.  Carey 
V.  Patton^  2  Ashm.  R.  140.  Baker  v.  Barney,  8  Johns.  R.  72. 
MoU  V.  Comstock,  8  Wend.  R.  544.  WUson  v.  Sfnith,  20  Eng.  C. 
L.  R,  486.)  It  has  been  held  that  if  the  separate  maintenance 
be  secured  by  deed,  it  is  void  unless  executed  by  a  trustee  on  tlie 
part  of  the  wife.  {Fioers  v.  Button,  8  JSsp,  R.  255.)  But  it  seems 
that  no  deed  is  necessary  to  make  the  separation  valid,  so  far  as  to 
exempt  the  husband  from  his  liability  for  the  debts  of  the  wifif  i^ 
concerned ;  it  is  only  requisite  that  the  allowance  be  sufBcient  and 
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be  actually  paid.  {Emery  v.  NeighbcT^  2  Hcil^t.  \N, «/".]  R.  148, 
IlodgJdnBon  v.  Fletcher^  4  Gamp.  R.  70.) 

An  agreement  made  in  contemplation  of  and  aB  an  indacemeAt 
to  a  separation  of  Imsband  and  wife  is  void,  and  this  as  between 
the  husband  and  tlie  trustee  of  the  wife.  {Floreniine  r.  WilBon. 
Lal<>r'8  ilf.  r.]  R.  303. 

It  is  proper  to  remark,  that  so  far  as  the  agreement  by  which 
husband  and  wife  are  to  live  separate  and  apart  is  concerned,  it 
binds  the  parties  and  the  public  only  so  long  as  the  parties  live 
separate,  and  the  articles  of  separation  are  actually  performed. 
It  is  impossible  for  a  fem$*co'oeTt  to  make  a  valid  agreement  with 
her  husband  to  live  separate  ivoxw  him,  in  violation  of  the  marriage 
contract,  and  of  her  duties  to  society,  except  under  the  sanction  of 
a  court  of  equity,  and  in  a  case  where  the  husband's  conduct 
entitles  her  to  a  decree  of  separation.  The  la,w  does  nbt  authorize 
or  sanction  a  voluntary  agreement  for  a  separation  between  hus- 
band and  wife.  It  merely  tolerates  such  agi'eements  wheh  made 
in  such  a  manner  that  they  can  be  enforced  by  or  against  a  third 
person  acting  in  behalf  of  the  wife.  {Rogers  v.  RogerSy  4  Paiges 
a,  516.)  But  it  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  that  articles 
of  separation  by  husband  and  wife,  through  the  medium  of  a 
trustee,  for  the  separate  support  and  maintenance  of  the  wife,  and 
when  separation  takes  place,  are  not  void  as  against  public  policy; 
{Betile  V.   Wilson.,  14  Ohio  R.  257.) 

The  return  of  the  wife  to  the  bed  and  board  of  her  husband 
terminates  an  agreement  between  them  to  live  separate  forever, 
and  destroys  the  legal  eifect  of  a  bond  given  by  him  as  a  part  of 
that  agreement  for  her  separate  maintenance ;  and  her  subsequent 
abandonment  of  him  cannot  revive  the  bond,  or  restore  his  legal 
liability  upon  the  agreement.  {SheUhar  v.  Gregory^  2  Wend. 
R.  422.) 

If  husband  and  wife  agree  to  separate  temporarily,  and  the  hus- 
band secure  her  an  annual  allowance,  an  offer  by  him  to  take  her 
back  and  support  her  ends  the  arrangement,  and  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  compel  further  payment  of  the  allowance ;  but  if  the  agree- 
ment be  to  live  apart  so  long  as  both  shall  live,  the  rule  is  other- 
wise.   {Calkins  v.  Long,  22  Barb.  R.  97.) 

0{  course,  after  an  agreement  of  separation  between  husband 
and  wife  is  at  an  end,  and  the  wife  has  kept  herself  pure,  and 
returns  or  offers  to  return  to  her  husband,  he  will  thereafter  be 
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liable  for  her  Bupport.  The  subjeqt  of  articleB  of  separatioa 
between  hosband  and  wife  in  another  aspect  will  be  recurred  to 
hereafter.  If  the  husband  and  wife  separate  by  mutual  consent, 
and  the  husband  make  a  contract  with  a  third  person  to  maintain 
the  wife,  and.  she  voluntarily  leaves  such  third  person  and  without 
any  just  cause,  she  carries  no  authority  to  pledge  the  credit  of  her 
husband  for  her  support.  {Pidgin  v.  Cram^  S  Jf,  IT.  R.  350.) 
And  any  individual  furnishing  necessaries  to  the  wife,  while  sup- 
plied by  such  third  person,  cannot  recover  for  them;  especially  if 
the  husband  had  given  public  notice  not  to  trust  his  wife.  {Kim- 
ball V.  ITeys^  11  Wend.  H.  33.)  Although  the  husband  is  not  gen- 
erally liable  for  necessaries  for  his  wife,  when  she  is  living  apart 
from  him  with  an  adequate  allowance,  yet  for  articles  of  the  peace 
against  him,  rendered  necessary  by  his  own  violent  conduct,  he  has 
been  compelled  to  pay.  {Turner  v.  Bookee^  37  Eng,  C.  Z.  K  35.) 
Ue  is  not  liable,  however,  for  money  lent  the  wife,  to  prosecute  him 
for*an  assault  upon  her.  {Orinddl  v.  Godniond^  31  Eng.  C,  Z.  B. 
431.)  Nor  for  the  counterpart  of  the  deed  of  separation.  {Ladi  v. 
Lymfhy  2  Mee%.  &  WeU,  H.  265.)  Neither  is  he  liable  to  his  wife's 
attorney  wlio  prosecutes  her  suit  against  him  for  a  divorce  on  the 
groxmd  of  adultery.    {Morrison  v.  SoUy  42  If.  H.  R,  478.) 

§  230.  If  the  husband  take  back  his  wife  after  a  separation, 
whether  voluntary  or  justifiable,  he  is  aftei*ward  liable  for  neces- 
saries furnished  to  her.  Even  though  she  elope  with  an  adulterer, 
if  she  return  to  him  and.  he  take  her  back,  he  will  be  liable  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  her,  notwithstanding  her  former  adultery. 
In  one  case  Lord  Kenyon  said  that,  /^  though  an  adulterous  elope- 
ment will  prevent  the  husband  from  being  liable  for  articles 
famished  to  the  wife  during  the  time  of  her  elopement,  that  is  no 
answer  now.  The  husband  has  taken  her  back,  and  she  was  from 
that  time  entitled  to  dower.  She  was  sponte  retracta^  and  of  course 
entitled  to  maintenance  during  coverture,  if  her  husband  turned 
her  out  of  doors."    {Harris  v.  Morris^  4  Esp.  iT.  P.  Cos,  41.) 

So  it  has  been  held  by  the  American  courts  that  when  a  wife 
dopes  from  her  husband  without  sufficient  cause,  and  he  is  recon- 
ciled to  her  afterward,  his  assent  to  her  contracts  for  necessaries 
thenceforward  may  be  inferred  by  the  jury.  {Henderson  r. 
Stringer^  2  Donahs  [Ey.]  R.  291.)  It  has  even  been  held,  and 
Buch  is  the  law,  that  when  the  wife  leaves  her  husband  without 
justifiable  cause,  if  she  keeps  herself  pure,  she  may  return  to  her 
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hasband,  and  if  he  refuses  to  receive  her,  his  liability  upon  har 
contract  for  necessaries  is  revived  from  that  time,  notwithstanding 
a  general  notice  not  to  trust  her.  {McCutchen  v.  McOahay^  11 
Johns.  R.  281.)  And  if  a]>plication  be  made  to  a  hnsband  bj  a 
third  person,  on  behalf  of  the  wife,  to  receive  her,  and  he,  without 
questioning  the  authority  of  the  person  applying,  puts  his  refusal  on 
other  grounds,  it  will  be  equivalent  to  a  personal  application  by  the 
wife  herself.  {AfcOahay  v.  Williams^  12  Johns.  R  293.)  The  same 
doctrine,  that  the  husband  is  liable  for  the  necessaries  fumished  to 
his  wife,  if  he  refuse  to  receive  her  on  her  return  after  leaving  him, 
providing  she  has  remained  chaste,  has  been  also  recognized  by  the 
coarts  of  South  Carolina.    {Clement  v.  MaUiaon,  7  Rich,  i?.,  93.) 

The  receiving  of  the  wife  back  into  his  house  by  the  husband, 
after  she  has  letl  him  and  lived  away  from  him,  is  regarded  as  a 
condonation  or  forgiveness  of  the  offense  by  him ;  and  in  such  a 
case  it  has  been  held  that  he  becomes  liable  for  her  debts  during 
her  absence.  {IlaU  v.  Hall,  4  N.  II.  R.  462.  Quincy  v.  QuinGy^ 
10  tJ.  272.    Rdbieon  v.  Gomold,  6  Mod.  R.  171,  caee  247.) 

§  231.  It  has  been  stated  by  the  text  writers,  and  justified  by 
ancient  English  authority,  that  while  hnsband  and  wife  live  apart, 
the  husband's  assent  to  her  contracts  for  necessaries  will  be  pre* 
Bumed  unless  the  contrary  appears.  {Clancy  on  HuAand  and 
Wife,  28.)  And  it  has  been  held  in  two  or  three  cases  in  the 
American  coarts,  that  the  husband's  assent  to  the  contract  of  his 
wife  for  necessaries  will  be  presumed  where  they  live  apart,  and 
that  in  such  a  case  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  husband  to 
show  that  the  separation  was  not  through  his  fault,  and  that 
prima  facie  he  is  liable  for  the  wife's  necessaries  when  separated. 
{Frost  V.  WiUis,  13  Vt.  R.  202.  Rumney  v.  Keyes,  7  N.  H.  R. 
571.)  Tliis,  however,  is  not  the  doctrine  now  held  by  the  courts. 
The  husband's  assent  is  presumed  so  long  as  he  cohabits  with  his 
wife,  but  while  they  live  apart,  the  presumption  is,  that  the  hns- 
band is  not  liable,  and  the  circumstances  fixing  his  liability  must 
b?  shown  by  the  person  seeking  to  charge  him.  {Rea  v.  Durkee^ 
25  I  a.  R.  503.) 

The  authorities  of  the  present  day  abundantly  show  that  one 

w!)o  gives  credit  for  necessaries  furnished  to  the  wife  while  sepa* 

r:ito  from  her  husband,  takes  the  risk  of  establishing  a  case  against 

Ve  hnf^hand,  and  that  the  burden  is  on  him  to  prove  his  ease 

•,-^r/./y',^  V.  B(Ues,  1  Attends  [Mass.l  R.  514);  or,  that  where  the 
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demand  arose  after  the  wife  had  left  her  hasband^  the  burden  ifi 
upon  the  plaintiff  of  showing  that  tlie  separation  had  been  bronght 
about  by  the  improper  condnct  of  the  hnsband.    {Blowers  v.  Stur- 
tevantyi  Denials  H,  46,  49.)    A  wife  living  separate  from  her 
hnsband  has  no  implied  authority  to  obtain  credit  for  her  husband. 
{OiU  r.  Beady  5  B.  L  B.  343.)    Those  who  trust  a  wife  who  has 
separated  from  her  husband,  do  it  at  their  peril.     They  must  look 
to  the  grounds  of  the  separation.    {Billing  v.  PitcheTy  Y  B.  Mon, 
B.  458.    Beess  v.  C.kiUm,  26  Miss.  B.  598.) 
*  To  support  an  action  of  assumpsit,  for  goods  sold  and  deliv^^ 
to  the  wife  while  living  apart  from  her  husband,  it  is  necessary  to 
show  affirmatively,  first,  the  delivery  of  the  goods ;  second,  that 
the  articles  sold  were  necessaries ;  and,  third,  that  the  wife  had 
separated  from  the  husband  for  a  good  and  justifiable  cause. 
{Breimg  v.  Mettzler^  23  JPenn.  B,  156.)    If  the  parties  cohabited 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  it  would  only  be  necessary,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  prove  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  that  they  were 
necessaries,  and  then  the  assent  of  the  husband  would  be  implied 
from  the  fact  of  coverture,  and  he  would  be  presumed  to  be  liable. 
But  when  there  is  a  separation,  and  the  parties  live  apart,  the  pre- 
sumption is  against  the  authority  of  the  wife  to  make  the  purchase 
upon  the  credit  of  the  husband,  rather  than  in  favor  of  it.    In  all 
cases  where  goods  are  supplied  to  a  married  woman,  ru^  living 
with  her  husband^  the  burden  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the 
circumstances  of  the  separation  were  such  as  to  make  the  husband 
liable  in  law,  or  that  the  wife  had  actual  authority ;  for  in  the 
absence  of  cohabitation,  the  presumption  of  law  is  againd  Ma 
liability  even  for  the  wife's  necessaries.    {MainwaHng  v.  Zedte^ 
12  JSng.  C.  L.  B,  238.     Clifford  v.  LaUmy  14  ib.  188.    EdwariB 
V.  TowdSy  44  ih,  624.    Bird  v.  Jones ^  3  Man,  <&  Byl,  B.  181. 
Ozard  ▼.  Damfordy  Selw,  N.  P. .  299.     Walker  v.  Simpson^  7 
Watts  (&  Serg.  [Penn,']  B.  83.    Carey  r,  Patton^  2  Ashm.  [Pern,] 
B.  140.    Burge  v.  Jones^  7  Zaw  J.  K  B.  69.) 

§  232.  As  the  law  requires  the  husband  to  provide  necessaries 
for  his  wife,  except  he  have  a  legal  excuse  for  omitting  that  duty, 
it  becomes  important  to  ascertain  what  articles  are  embraced 
within  the  meaning  of  that  term.  In  a  general  sense,  the  term 
necessaries  means  all  such  things  as  are  proper  and  requisite  for 
the  sustenance  of  man,  and,  to  be  more  specific,,  embraces  clothes, 
meat,  medicine  and    habitation,  and,  sometimes,  legal  advice, 
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although,  to  bind  the  husband,  these  provisionB  mtist  be  oonBistenti 
not  only  with  hia  rank,  but,  also,  with  his  estate.  Besides  board 
and  lodging,  necessaries  are  such  articles  as  comport  with  the 
wife's  situation  in  life  and  her  husband's  fortune,  and  are  usually 
worn  or  possessed  by  persons  in  similar  conditions  of  life.  {Ozard 
V.  Dumford^  Sdw.  N.  P.  260.  Denny$  v,  Sargeantj  25  Eng.  G. 
L.  R.  504.  2  Bright^9  Ilwband  and  Wife^  7.)  AnK>ug  the 
articles  held  to  be  necessaries  are  board  and  lodging,  medicines 
and  medical  attendance,  and  reasonable  expenses  during  illness. 
{Harris  v.  Lee^  1  P.  Wma,  H.  438.)  And,  in  England,  it  has  been 
held  that  costs  of  the  proctor  employed  by  the  wife  to  defend  a 
suit  for  a  divorce,  are  embraced  in  the  term.  {JEa parte  Mocre^  1 
Be  Gex'a  R.  173.  14  Law  Jour.  [N.  S.]  19.)  But,  in  this  country,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  husband  is  not  liable  to  the  wife's  attorney 
who  was  employed  to  prosecute  her  suit  against  him  for  a  divorce. 
{Coffin  V.  Dunhamy  8  Ou9h,  [Mass.l  R.  404.)  Or,  if  the  wife,  who 
is  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  a  divorce,  discontinues  the  suit,  or  is 
defeated  in  it,  and  judgment  is  rendered  against  her,  her  husband 
is  not  liable  to  her  attorney  for  costs  incurred  by  her  in  the  action* 
{Phillips  V.  SimmonSy  11  AbbotCs  Pr.  B,  287,  and  cases  tiier^ 
cited.)  ' 

When  the  wife  is  living  apart  from  her  husband,  the  proper  mode 
of  determining  what  articles  the  wife  may  supply  herself  with, 
at  the  expense  of  the  husband,  is  to  ascertain  what  a  pnident  woman 
would  expect,  and  a  good  husband  would  be  willing  to  furnish,  if 
the  parties  were  living  harmoniously  together,  which  question 
would  be  most  fairly  dealt  with  by  calling  witnesses  who  know  the 
circumstances,  style  of  living,  and  social  position  of  the  husband 
and  his  family.  And,  as  the  solution  of  this  question,  in  all  cases, 
depends,  in;ter  alia^  upon  the  amount  of  the  husband's  estate,  any 
testimony  which  tends  to  give. light  upon  the  subject  of  the  hus- 
band's property,  real  or  personal,  will  be  received.  {Breinig  v. 
Meitder,  23  Pmn.  R.  166.) 

A  physician's  bill  for  necessary  medical  attendance  upon  a  wife, 
who  has  justly  left  her  husband's  house,  may  be  recovered  of  the 
husband  by  the  person  who,  at  the  request  of  the  wife,  employed 
and  paid  the  physician.  There  is  no  doubt  but  such  medical  attend* 
anoe  is  embraced  within  the  class  denominated  necessaries,  and 
could  be  recovered  of  the  husband  by  the  pliysician  who  rendered 
the  service ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  person  who,  at  the 


858  LAW  OF  COVERTURE, 

request  of  the  wife,  employed  and  paid  the  physician,  may  recover 
the  amount  paid.  {Mayhem  v.  Thayer^  8  Gray'^a  [Masaachtisetts] 
R  172.) 

§282.  a  A  claim  for  necessaries  furnished  to  a  married  woman 
during  the  time  while  she  was  prosecuting  a  libel  for  divorce,  is 
not  discharged  by  a  decree  of  court  granting  the  divorce  and 
allowing  alimony  to  her  for  her  past  and  future  expenses,  althoDgh 
the  person  who  furnished  the  necessaries  was  her  father,  and  the 
libel  for  divorce  was  prosecuted  under  his  direction.  {Dawe  v. 
Sfnith,  11  Attends  [Mass,']  R,  107.  And  vide  also  Keegan  v.  Smiik^ 
11  Eng,  C.  L,  R,  253.)  This  would  seem  to  be  a  sensible  rule, 
for  the  reason  that  the  husband  is  manifestly  liable  for  tlie  neces- 
saries  of  his  wife  Under  such  circumstances,  and  the  fact  that 
alimony  is  allowed  for  past  expenses  does  not  remedy  the  matter, 
because  the  person  who  furnished  the  necessaries  has  no  claim  on 
the  wife,  and  the  presumption  is  that  the  court  took  that  claim 
into  the  account  in  fixing  the  alimony. 

What  are  to  be  considered  necessaries  in  each  particular  case,  is 
a  question  to  be  decided  by  the  jnry  under  the  proper  instructions 
by  the  court.  {Lane  v.  Ironmonger^  13  Mees,  <&  Weh,  R,  368.  Ren 
V.  Durkee^  25  lU,  R,  503.)  What  are  necessaries  for  the  wife,  is 
a  question  that  is  susceptible  of  no  sharp  definition,  and  is  gen- 
erally a  question  for  the  jury  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case ;  but  the  court  may,  in  many  cases,  pronounce  authoritatively 
on  the  question  and  withhold  it  from  the  jury.  {Mahony  v.  Evans^ 
51  Penn.  R,  80.)  It  has  been  held  that  articles  of  jewelry  are 
not  necessaries  for  the  wife  of  a  special  pleader.  {Moniaguex, 
Benedick^  3  Bam,  cfe  Cress,  R,  631.)  But  in  one  case,  where  a 
tradesman  furnished  the  wife  of  a  sergeant,  afterward  a  jndge, 
with  lace  and  silver  fringes  for  a  petticoat  and  side-saddle,  which 
amounted  to  ninety-four  pounds  sterling,  and  all  within  fonr 
months,  they  were  held  necessaries,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiflF.    {Morton  v.  WUhiriy  Shin,  R.  349.) 

It  may  be  remarked,  though  it  would  hardly  seem  necessary, 
that  the  husband  is  not  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  to  his  wile 
during  coverture,  or  while  living  apart,  if  the  tradesman  has  agreed 
not  to  charge  him.  {Dixon  v.  Hurrelly  34  Eng.  C.  L.  R,  599.) 
neither  is  he  liable  when  the  dealing  took  place  on  the  credit  of 
another.  {Harvey  v.  Norton,  4  Jur.  42.)  Nor  when  the  trades- 
man made  out  the  invoices  and  accounts  to  the  wife,  and  drew  bills 
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of  exchange  for  her  to  accept.     {Freestone  v.  Butcher^  38  Eng.  C. 
L.  B.  875.) 

§  233.  A  husband  is  sometimes  held  responsible  for  the  torts  and 
^tMwi-criminal  acts  of  the  wife  during  coverture;  and  in  some 
instances  the  wife  is  exempt  from  tlie  consequences  of  her  criminal 
acts.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  Georgia,  when  a  feme-covert  commits 
a  crime  under  threat,  command  or  coercion  of  her  husband,  she  is 
not  punishable  for  the  offense,  but  the  husband  is  punished  in  her 
stead.    {Gobb'e  Laws,  1851,  p.  779,  §  1.) 

So,  a  husband  is  answerable  for  a  forfeiture  under  a  penal  statute 
incurred  by  his  wife.  Thus,  when  the  wife,  in  the  absence  of  her 
husband,  and  without  his  consent,  sold  liquors  bj  retail,  without  a 
license,  the  husband  was  held  answerable  in  Si-qui  ta/ra  suit  for  the 
penalty  given  by  the  statutes  of  New  York.  {Hdshrouck  v.  Weaver^ 
10  Johns.  R.  247.)  In  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  it  has  been 
held  that,  if  the  wife  commit  a  tort  in  the  presence  of  her  husband, 
the  law  regards  it  as  his  act,  and  in  a  civil  action  he  alone  is  liable. 
(Park  V.  Hopkins^  2  Bailey^ a  B,  411.) 

The  mle  that  the  husband  is  liable  for  the  torts  of  the  wife,  com- 
mitted daring  coverture,  is  understood  to  be  as  well  settled  in  this 
country  as  in  England.  {Wagner  v.  BiUa^  19  Barb,  B,  321.) 
And  the  rule  applies  to  torts  committed  both  before  and  during 
coverture.  {Hawkee  v.  Hamar^  b  Binn,  \_Pa,]  B.  43.  .  JShox  v. 
Pickett^  4  Dewua.  i?.  92.  Palmar  v.  Wakefield^  3  BeoA),  B.  23. 
(hx  V.  Hoffman^  4  De\),  <&  Bait,  B.  180.)  If  the  tort  was  com- 
mitted by  the  wife  oktm  saUij  it  must  appear  that  she  is  the  wife 
de  jure^  or  the  husband  will  not  be  liable.  {Durhelt  v.  EllsweU^ 
1  Ashm.  B.  200.)  The  husband  and  wife  should  be  joined  as 
co-defendants  in  an  action  for  the  tort  of  the  wife,  although  it  was 
the  sole  act  of  the  wife.  {Matthews  v.  Friestil^  2  E,  D.  Smithes 
&90.) 

The  common  law  rule  is  that,  if  a  feTne^overt  commit  theft, 
burglary  or  other  civil  offenses  against  the  laws  of  society,  by  the 
coercion  of  her  husband,  or  even  in  his  company,  which  the  law 
construes  a  coercion,  she  is  not  guilty  of  any  crime,  upon  the  theory 
that  ahe  is  acting  by  compulsion,  and  not  of  her  own  free  will. 
The  presumption  of  coercion,  however,  does  not  arise  unless  the 
husband  is  present  when  the  offense  is  committed.  If  the  wife 
commit  an  offense  alone  without  the  husband's  concurrence,  she 
may  be  punished  by  way  of  indictment,  without  him.     The  law 
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Beems  to  protect  the  wife  in  all  felonies  oommitted  by  her  m  com- 
pany with  her  husband,  except  murder  and  manslaughter.  The 
reaeon  why  she  is  excused  in  cases  of  burglary,  larceny  and  the 
like  is,  because  it  is  supposed  she  cannot  tell  what  prop^j 
the  husband  may  claim  in  the  goods.  (4  Black,  Com.  28,  29,  fi^ 
10, 11, 12.)  This,  however,  can  only  be  considered  the  preiump- 
tion  of  law  by  reason  of  the  presence  of  the  husband  when  the 
offense  was  committed.  The  more  correct  rule  is,  that  if  a  felony 
be  shown  to  have  been  committed  by  the  wife  in  the  presence  of 
the  husband,  the  prima  facie  presumption  is,  that  it  was  done  by 
his  coercion ;  but  such  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  that 
the  wife  was  the  more  active  party,  or  by  sliowing  an  incapacity  to 
coerce.  (1  Bu^seU  on  Crimea^  22.)  And  whenever  it  appears  that 
the  offense  of  the  wife  was  committed  under  the  coeroion  of  the 
husband,  ^press  ot  itnplied,  the  husband  is  responsible  for 
the  offense.  There  is  no  legal  presumption  that  acts  done  by  a 
wife  in  her  husband's  absence  are  done  under  his  coercion  or  con- 
trol. Indeed,  if  she  commit  a  crime  in  the  absence  of  her  hnsband, 
even  by  his  order  or  procurement,  her  coverture  will  be  no  defense. 
{OommonvmUh  v.  BuUery  1  AUen^s  \^Ma89.'\  li.  4.)  And  in  all 
caa^S,  the  .pres9mption  which  the  law  raises  when  the  acts  com- 
plf^ined  .of  are  done  by  the  wife  in  the  presence  of  the  husband, 
like  other  presumptions  it  may^sbe  repelled.  (  Wagner  v.  Bill^  17 
JBurJy.  R.  331,  325.  Commonwealth  v.  Zefwie^  1  Mete.  [Maes.]  R 
151, 153.)  ,  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  indictment  against 
A  fome-coiHerty  ihht  the  offense  was  not  committed  by  the  coercion 
of  her  husband.  {State  v.  JSTeUon^  29  Maine^  li.  329.)  In  the  State 
of  Ohio,  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  wife  join  with  the  husband  in 
committing  a  crime  less  than  murder,  she  is  presumed  to  act  under 
the  coercion  of  her  husband,  and  in  law  is  not  guilty.  {Davis  t. 
The  State^  15  Ohio  i?.  72.)  This  doctrine  needs  to  be  qualified. 
The  presmnption  in  such  a  case  is,  that  the  wife  is  under,  the  coer- 
cion of  her  husband ;  but  if  the  cirounastances  show  tliat  she  acted 
Yoluntarily  and  with  a  felonious  intent,  she  is  equally  guilty  with 
her  husband,  and  should  be  convicted. 

It  has  been  held  in  the  State  pf  Massachusetts^  that  the  wife  can. 
not  be  indicted  jointly  with  her  husband,  for  a  larceny.  {Cam- 
momoeaUhY.  Trimmer j  1  Maee.  E,  476.  Martin  v.  Comm^onwealihy 
Ih  390.)  And  the  same  doctrine  has  been  held  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania.    {Pen/neylvania  v.  Zovell^  Addiaon^e  B.  18.)    But 
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this.is  undoubtedly  erroneous.  There  is  np  doubt  that  a  wife  may 
be  jointly  indicted  with  her  husband.  The  later  authorities  on  the 
point  are  too  numerous  to  be  withstood.  Whether  she  can  be  con- 
victed separately,  or  jointly  with  him,  is  a  question  to  be  deter- 
mined by  direct  evidence,  or  legal  presumption,  concerning  the 
freedom  of  her  action,  or  the  coercion  of  her  husband.  (  Vide  Comr 
tnonweaWi  v.  Murphy^  2  Ora'^a  [J/om.]  -ff.  610.  Wagner  v.  JSilly 
19  Jiw*.  li.  321.    Skite  v,  J^arhersm,  1  Strobliart'a  [S.  C]  E.  169.) 

The  husband  is  liable  for  the  penalty  denounced  against  a  t^ll- 
gatherer  by  statute,  for  exacting  and  receiving  more  than  the  legal 
tolls,  though  it  be  exacted  and  received  at  the  gate  by  his  wife. 
So  held,  when  it  appeated  that  the  toll  was  demanded  and  received 
by  the  wife  in  the  absence  of  her  husband.  {Mareelia  v.  Seaman^ 
21  Barb.  R,  819.)  This  is  upon  the  principle  that  the  wife,  in  the 
absence  of  her  husband,  is  presumed  to  be.  his  agent,  and  when  she 
demanded  and  received  the  toll,  she  was  acting  within  the  scope 
of  the  employment,  and  her  acts  bound  het  husband. 

Thus  mqch  upon  the  subject  of  the  Uftbilities  incurred  by  the 
husband  on  account  of  the  marriage ;  the  reason  assigned  for  which 
liabilities,  at  common  law,  is,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  wife's  real  estate  during  coverture,  and  to  the  absolute 
dominion  over  her  personal  property  in  possession,  which  will  be 
fnllv  treated  of  hereafter. 


CHAPTER  XX. 

THB  IHTEBE8T  07  THE  HUSBAIO)  IN  THB  WIFE  S  PEBSONAL  PBOPEBTT 
AT  COMMON  LAW — HIS  INTEREST  IN  HEB  PERSONAL  PROPERTY  IN 
POSSESSION — HIS  INTEREST  IN  PERSONAL  ESTATE  BELONOrNO  TO  HER 
Aj8  BXECmnSIX  or  administratrix — ^HIS  INTEREST  IN  HEB  PEBSONAL 
PBOPEBTT  UNBlfiOOVBBED  AT  THB  TQCE  OF  HEB  DBATH — HIS  INTEBEST 
IN   HEB  CHATTELS  BEAL. 

§  284.  At  common  law,  marriage  is  an  absolute  gift  to  the  hus- 
band of  the  goods,  chattels  and  personal  estate  of  which  the  wife 
was  actually  or  beneficially  possessed  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
and  of  all  snch  as  shall  come  to  her  during  coverture.  This  is  the 
doctrine  clearly  laid  down  by  the  text  writers,  and  universally 
sanctioned  by  judicial  authority.    (\  Bright  en  HutbandoMi  Wife^ 
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34.  Bing.  on  Cov.  208,  Legg  v.  Legg^  8  Mass,  H.  99.  HowtB  v. 
JBigdoWj  13  ib.  384.  Winslow  v.  Crocker^  lY  Maine  R.  29. 
iSTyddJ  V.  A^^g,  9  CW.  [iT.  ri]  R,  230.  Elancha/rd  v.  ^iood,  2 
^arJ.  -S.  352.  Morgcm  v.  Thames  Bank,  14  Cbnn.  jB.  99.  Jfe- 
<^  </  Grmti,  2  /SterjJ^*  i?.  312.  HosJcins  v.  J/tKfer,  2  i>^.  {N.  61] 
^.  360.  Hawkins  v.  Oraijr,  6  Jfon.  [iSTy.]  R.  267.)  The  husband, 
therefore,  becomes  absolutely  vested  with  all  such  personal  prop- 
erty of  his  wife  as  comes  to  her  actual  possession  during  coverture, 
so  that  he  may  make  any  disposition  of  it  in  his  life-time  without 
her  consent,  or  devise  it  by  will,  and  such  disposition  of  it  will  be 
effectual,  whether  he  survives  her  or  not ;  and  should  he  neglect  to 
dispose  of  it  by  will  or  otherwise  in  his  life-time,  it  will  go  to 
his  executors  or  administrators,  and  not  to  the  wife,  though  she 
survive  him.  And  so  rigid  is  this  rule  at  common  law,  that  though 
the  husband  live  separate  from  his  wife,  and  in  continued  adultery, 
his  right  to  her  personal  property  is  still  the  same,  so  long  as  the 
relation  of  husband  and  wife  continues.  {Co,  Zitt,  351  b.  Bus- 
sell  V.  Brooks^  7  Pick.  R,  66.  Turtle  v.  Mtmcy^  2  «/.  J.  MarA, 
{Ky.'\  R.  82.) 

If  chattels  are  bequeathed  to  a  wife  generally,  without  any 
restriction,  and  are  reduced  to  possession  by  the  husband,  with  her 
consent,  they  become  his  absolute  property  in  equity  as  well  as  law. 
{Shirley  v.  Shirley,  9  Paige's  R.  363.) 

But  if  personal  property  be  not  in  the  possession  of  the  wife  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  the  husband  must  reduce  it  to  his  posses- 
sion during  coverture,  in  order  to  acquire  an  absolute  title  to  it 
and  pass  it  to  his  representatives.  {Early  v.  Sherwood^  1  DudlejfB 
[Oeo.^  R.  7.  Mayfleld  v.  Clifton,  3  Stewart's  [Ala.]  R.  375. 
Hynes  v.  Lewis,  1  Taylor's  [N.  C]  R,  44.  Whithm  v.  Frazier^ 
1  Haywood's  [K.  C]  R.  376.  Byrne  v.  Stewart,  3  Dessau.  [S.  C] 
R.  136.  Wilkinson  v.  Perrin,  7  Mm.  R.  216,  246.)  It  has  been 
held,  however,  that  a  vested  remainder  in  chattels,  dependent  on 
a  life  estate,  vests  in  the  husband  absolutely,  and  without  any 
reduction  to  possession.  {Dade  v.  Alexander,  1  Wa^sh.  [  Fa.]  R. 
30.  Lowry  v.  Houston,  3  How.  [Miss.']  R.  394.  Pinckard  v. 
Smith,  6  ZiU.  [Ky.]  R.  331.    PaUin  v.  HaU,  2  B.  Mon.  R.  462.) 

Where  the  wife  has  a  legal  estate  in  personal  chattels,  and  the 
right  of  immediate  possession  in  severalty,  the  rights  of  the  husband 
will  vest  the  property  in  him.  {Savery  v.  Gardner,  1  HilPs  [S. 
C]  R.  191.) 
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A  share  of  personal  estate,  accruing  in  the  right  of  the  wife 
daring  coverture,  vests,  even  before  distribution  is  made,  in  the  hus- 
band absolutely,  and  does  not  in  the  event  of  his  prior  death 
survive  to  the  wife.     {Oriswold  v.  Penninxanj  2  Corm.  H.  564.) 

Money  in  the  hands  of  a  wife  at  the  decease  of  her  husband, 
earned  and  received  by  her  before  the  marriage,  or  given  to  her  by 
her  husband  afterward,  is  the  property  of  the  husband,  and  passes 
to  his  administrator.    ( WasMmme  v.  Halej  10  Pick.  R,  429.) 

So  far  as  regards  creditors  of  either  husband  or  wife,  all  the 
money  and  other  personal  property  of.  the  family  are  presumed  to 
be  the  husband's,  and  all  the  earnings  of  the  family,  with  some 
exceptions,  are  conclusively  so  presumed.  {y^^aXker  v.  Eeamy^  36 
Penn,  R.  410.) 

Notwithstanding  the  statutes  of  Pennsylvania  securing  to 
married  women  rights  not  guaranteed  to  them  by  the  common  law, 
in  1853  it  was  declared  that  the  husband  was  entitled  to  the  person 
and  labor  of  his  wife,  and  all  the  benefits  of  her  industry  and 
economy.    {liayhold  v.  Rayhold^  20  Penn.  R.  308.) 

With  respect  to  the  rule  that  requires  the  husband  to  reduce  his 
wife^s  personal  property  to  possession  in  order  to  hold  it  as  his  o^vn, 
it  has  been  held  that  where  a  wife  before  marriage. owned  bank 
stock,  and  her  husband,  after  marriage,  received  the  dividends 
until  the  bank  charter  expired,  at  which  time  the  stockholders 
were  entitled  to  take  half  the  amount  of  their  shares  in  shares  of 
a  new  bank,  and  the  balance  in  money,  and  he  subscribed  the 
authorized  amount  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  and  refused  to  receive 
the  balance  in  money,  saying  it  was  not  his,  but  his  wife's,  and  such 
bailee  was  then  passed  to  his  credit,  under  the  circumstances  he 
did  not  reduce  the  shares  to  his  possession,  and  it  was  therefore 
further  held  that  after  his  decease  his  wife  could  recover  of  his 
executor  the  said  balance  of  money  and  the  dividends  received  by 
him,  and  a  sum  paid  to  him  on  account  of  the  reduction  of  the 
capital  stock,  with  interest  thereon.  {Stawwood  v.  Stanwood^  17 
Mass.  R.  57.)  And  it  has  been  held  in  the  surrogate's  court  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  that  the  husband's  taking  the 
dividends  of  stock  standing  in  the  wife's  name  only,  reduces  the 
dividends,  and  not  the  stock,  into  his  possession.  {Burr  v.  Sher- 
wood, 3  Brad.  R.  85.) 

Money  earned  by  the  wife  while  the  parties  live  apart  belong 
absolutely  to  the  husband,  at  common  law,  irrespective  of  the  cir- 
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cumstances  of  their  separation,  so  long  as  the  marriage  relation 
continues  between  them.  {Glover  v.  Proprietors  of  Drury  I/me^ 
18  Eng.  C.  L.  B.  269.    PreecoU  v.  Brown,  23  Maine  R.  306.) 

By  the  marriage  the  husband  becomes  the  owner,  not  only  of  hia 
wife's  personal  property,  but  if  they  unite  in  selling  her  realty 
and  receive  the  money  for  it,  this  is  his  also;  and  if  it  is  invested 
in  real  estate,  and  the  title  taken  to  the  husband,  the  estate  is  hi& 
(RamedaU  v.  CraighUl,  9  Ohio  £.  197.)  It  has,  however,  been 
held  in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  that  where  a  wife  allows  a 
mortgage  for  the  purchase-money  on  the  sale  of  her  land,  to  be 
given  to  herself  and  husband  jointly,  it  is  not  sufficient  evidence 
of  a  gift  by  her  to  her  husband  to  sustain  his  title  to  the  same. 
{Trimble  v.  Iliee,  37  Perm.  E.  448.)  But  in  the  State  of  Michigan, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  wife's  property  can  be  acquired  by  the 
husband  only  by  gift  or  purchase,  of  which  use  or  simple  possession 
is  not  sufficient  evidence.  TJiis,  however,  is  in  some  respects 
different  from  the  rule  at  common  law.  (  White  v.  Zdne,  10  Hick, 
R  333.) 

It  has  been  held  by  the  English  chancery,  on  the  principle  that 
marriage  is  a  giit  of  the  personal  property  of  the  wife  to  the  hos- 
band,  that  there  is  no  difference  between  property  to  which  the 
wife  is  entitled  in  equity  and  property  to  which  she  is  entitled  at 
law.    {Osborn  v.  Morgan,  41  Eng,  Oh.  R.  432.) 

§  235.  The  marriage  at  common  law,  also  vests  in  the  hnsband 
the  personal  chattels  of  his  wife  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage ;  and  he  may  tlierefore  bring  detinne  or 
replevin  for  them  without  joining  his  wife  in  the  acticm.  {Powers 
V,  Marshall  J  1  Sid.  R.  172.  Bowen  v.  MaUaire,  1  Selw.  N.  P. 
nth  ed.  814.)  Of  course,  if  the  chattels  be  converted  subsequent  to 
the  marriage,  the  husband  may  bring  trover  for  them ;  becanse 
this  supposes  the  property  in  the  wife,  which  by  the  marriage  is 
transferred  to  the  husband,  and  therefore  the  conversion  is  a  tort  to 
him  alone.  {Powers  v.  MarshM,  supra.  BUicJcbome  v.  Ora/ves^  2 
Lev.  R.  107.)  And  though  the  husband  and  wife  may  in  this 
case  join  in  the  action  as  plaintiffs,  yet  they  cannot  allege  the  con* 
version  to  be  to  the  damage  of  both,  for  the  reason  that  the 
property  is  in  the  husband  alone.  {NeUhorp  v.  Anderson,  1  ScHk 
R.  114.) 

In  all  cases  where  the  wife's  chattels  come  to  the  possession  of 
the  husband  an  action  in  relation  to  them  may  be  brought  by  the 
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bnsbttnd  alone,  upon  the  general  principle,  ^^  that  that  -^hich 
the  husband  may  discharge  alone  and  of  which  he  may  make  dis- 
position to  his  own  use,  for  the  recovery  of  which  he  may  sue 
without  his  wife."  {Brett  v.  OumberUmd^  8  BuUtrode^s  R.  164, 
recognized  in  McNeill  y.  SvUoway^  1  Ba/rrwoall  <&  Alderaon^e 

§  236.  As  has  been  observed,  marriage  is  an  unqualified  gift  to 
the  husband  of  all  the  goods  and  personal  chattels  absolutely  pos- 
BCased  by  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  which  came  to 
her  poasession  in  her  own  right  during  coverture.  But  marriage 
ms^LCS  no  such  gift  to  the  husband  of  the  goods  and  chattels  held 
by  the  wife  in  autre  drait^  ^^  in  rights  of  another,"  as  executrix, 
administratrix  or  trustee,  because  such  a  gift  would  do  injustice  to 
the  creditors  and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  or  intestate ;  besides, 
the  wife  in  such  a  case  takes  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  property, 
and  therefore  has  none  which  the  law  can  transfer  to  the  husband. 
(1  BriffkpB  Hu^xmd  and  W\fey  39.)  But  as  the  husband  will  be 
liable  if  his  wife  should  misapply  the  funds  which  may  be  in  her 
hands  as  such  executrix  or  administratrix,  for  his  own  safety  he  is 
entitled  to  administer  in  such  a  case  in  his  wife's  right ;  and  as  an 
incident  to  this  right  he  may  dispose  of  the.  personal  property  and 
effects  vested  in  his  wife  as  executrix  or  administratrix,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  or  intestate.  He  may  also 
release  debts  owing  to  the  estate  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  to 
whom  the  wile  is  executrix  or  administratrix.  (1  BrigkCe  Hv/^ 
land  and  Wife,  40.) 

After  marriage  the  wife  will  not  be  permitted  to  administer 
without  the  husband^s  consent,  nor  will  payments  made  to  her  as 
executrix  or  administratrix  withont  his  consent  be  valid.  This 
rule  is  for  the  protection  of  the  husband,  for  the  reason  that  he  is 
liable  for  the  acts  of  his  wife  with  respect  to  the  trust.  {Anony- 
moWj  1  Salk.  £.  282.)  In  a  late  case,  however,  administration 
was  granted  to  the  wife  without  her  husband  joining,  she  living 
separate  from  him,  and  all  right  to  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
having  been  conveyed  to  her  under  a  deed  of  separation,  and  no 
particular  objection  is  discovered  to  the  practice  in  the  particular 
case.  {In  re  Sardingej  2  Ourt.  R,  640.)  The  common  law  rule 
upon  this  subject  of  administration  is  sometimes  modified  by 
statute,  and  in  that  case  the  liability  of  the  husband  and  the  powers 
of  the  wife  depend  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
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§  237.  By  the  mle  of  the  common  law,  if  the  husband  survive 
the  wife  he  is  entitled  to  all  her  personal  estate  which  continued 
in  action  or  unrecovered  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  and  he  maj 
demand,  recover  and  enjoy  the  same.  This  rule  has  its  origin,  not 
in  the  fact  that  '^  the  husband  is  the  next  and  most  lawful  friend  " 
of  his  wife,  but  in  the  fact  that  jure  mariti  he  is  permitted  to 
administer  upon  her  estate.  {JtfcCoskar  v.  Oolden^  1  Brad.  Sur. 
H.  64.  Ransom  v.  NichoU^  22  N.  T.  M.  110.)  But,  whatever 
the  origin  of  the  rule,  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  is  clear  that 
where  the  wife  dies,  leaving  her  husband  surviving,  the  surplus 
of  her  personal  estate  belongs,  after  the  payment  of  her  debts,  to 
her  husband,  and  not  to  her  next  of  kin.  (2  Black.  Cam.  515. 
Donnington  v.  Mitchell,  1  Greenes  [iT.  J.]  Ch.  R.  243.  Ludi  v. 
AJhurUa^  1  Brad.  R.  456.  Shumtjoay  v.  Cooper^  16  Barb.  R.  566.) 
And,  if  he  does  not  take  out  letters  of  administration,  he  is  equally 
entitled  to  it.  {Clough  v.  Band,  6  Jur,  50.)  Or,  should  he  die 
before  the  same  is  recovered,  it  will  go  to  his  next  of  kin.  For- 
merly, however,  in  this  latter  contingency,  the  practice  was  to 
grant  letters  of  administration  de  bonis  nan  administrandis  of  ber 
estate,  to  the  representatives  of  the  wife,  although  the  adminis- 
trators were  held  to  be  trustees  of  what  they  received  for  the  next 
of  kin  of  the  husband.  {Humphrey  v.  Btdlen,  1  Atk.  R.  458. 
EUiott  V.  Colliery  3  ib.  526.)  But  this  practice  was  found  to  be 
inconvenient,  as  it  was  the  only  case  where  the  rule  was  not 
followed  of  uniting  the  administrative  to  the  beneficial  interest, 
and  the  practice  now  is  to  grant  such  letters  to  the  representatives 
of  the  husband,  even  when  he  dies  without  taking  out  adminis- 
tration to  the  wife,  unless  the  wife  leaves  nothing  to  which  the 
husband  can  be  entitled  as  her  representative.  {Fielder  y.  Hang^, 
3  Hagg.  Ecc.  R.  770.    In  re  Mary  P(mntney,  4  ib.  289.) 

If  the  husband  dies,  leaving  assets  of  his  wife  unadministered, 
they  pass  to  his  executors  or  administrators,  as  a  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate,  and  they  need  not  take  out  letters  of  administration 
on  her  estate.  This  is  the  rule,  at  common  law,  and  it  is  expressly 
incorporated  into  the  statutes  of  most  of  the  States.  {Roosevdi  v. 
MUhorp,  10  Paige's  R.  415.    Lockmod  v.  Stodch/^m,  11  ib.  87.) 

If  administration  de  bonis  nan  of  the  wife  be  granted  to  a  third 
person,  he  is  a  trustee  for  the  representatives  of  the  husband  in 
case  of  his  death  after  the  wife.  {Sqtdb  v.  Wyn,  1  P.  Wms.  R.  378. 
Cart  V.  Rees^  Ib.  381.     Whitaker  v.  Whiiak^^  6  Johns.  R.  112. 
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Eendin  v.  Colgm,  4  Munf.  B.  231.     Clark  v.  Cla/rh,  6  WatU  <& 
Serg.  B.  86.) 

K  tbe  husband,  after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  without  taking  out 
letters  of  administration,  obtain  possession  of  the  wife's  personal 
property,  he  may  retain  it  against  his  wife's  next  of  kin.  {Hendin 
V.  Colgirij  supra.)  And  if  the  wife's  next  of  kin  administer,  he  will 
be  a  trustee  for  the  husband  or  his  representative,  if  the  husband 
die  before  administering,  as  has  been  before  intimated.  {Stewart 
V.  Stewart^  7  Johns.  Ch.  R.  229.  BeUa  v.  JRmpton^  2  Bam.  iSy 
Add.  R.  273.    Hunter  v.  HaJXett,  1  Eden's  Ch.  B.  388.) 

When  the  husband  has  permitted  his  wife,  without  any  marriage 
contract,  to  retain  possession  and  control  of  the  personal  property 
fihe  had  before  marriage,  he  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  administra- 
tion upon  her  estate,  and  to  retain  the  balance  to  his  own  use. 
{Jones  V.  Brown^  37  N.  H.  B.  439.)  This  follows  as  a  matter  of 
course,  from  the  right  which  ho  has  at  common  law,  and  generally 
by  statute,  to  take  and  hold  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  wife's 
possesion  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife,  and  after  her 
death  if  he  survives  her,  as  his  administrator  or  otherwise,  to  take 
and  hold,  reduce  into  his  possession,  and  recover  absolutely  for  his 
own  use  and  benefit,  subject  to  the  payment  of  her  debts,  all  of 
her  chattels  and  personal  estate,  which  he  does  not  reduce  into  his 
possession  in  her  life-time,  or  which  may  not  become  his  absolutely, 
prior  to  his  death,  by  being  by  her  reduced  into  her  possession ; 
which  is  a  vested  right  in  the  husband  by  the  marriage  in  the  life- 
time of  the  wife*  ( Vide  Vallance  v.  Bausch^  28  Barb.  R.  633. 
Lee  V.  Wheeler^  4  Georgia  B.  641.  Westervdt  v.  Gregg^  12  N. 
T.  R.  206.) 

A  devise  of  real  and  personal  property  to  a  married  woman  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  ^^  not  to  be  liable  for  her  husband's 
debts,  nor  subject  to  curtesy  or  any  life  estate  or  marital  rights," 
does  not  exclude  the  husband  from  administration  under  the 
intestate  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the  same  would  probably  be 
the  rule  at  common  law.  {Farie's  Appeal^  23  Perm.  B.  29.  8. 
C.  2  Am.  Law  Reg.  510.) 

The  representative  of  a  second  wife  is  not  entitled  to  represent 
the  first  wife,  without  citing  the  husband's  next  of  kin,  or  their 
renouncing.    {In  re  Sowerly^  2  Curteis'  B.  853.) 

§  238.  The  husband,  upon  marriage,  becomes  possessed  of  the 
chattels  real  of  which  the  wife  is  or  may  be  possessed  during  the 
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marriage,  although  -the  law  gives  to  him  a  qualified  title  only  in 
these ;  that  is  an  interest  in  his  wife's  right,  with  a  power  of  alien- 
ation, daring  coverture.    Chattels  real  are  such  as  are  annexed  to 

.  or  savor  of  the  realty,  as  terms  for  years  of  land,  leases  and  mort- 
gages, and  the  effect  of  marriage,  at  common  law,  is  to  vest  in  the 
husband  all  these  interests  of  the^wife  during  coverture.  If  the 
wife  is  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  her  husband  gains  a  title 
to  the  rents  and  profits  during  their  joint  lives.  {Jofies  v.  Patter- 
eon,  11  Barh.  R.  572.  Clapp  v.  Stougkton,  10  Pick.  R.  463.) 
The  husband  has  the  power,  by  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  to 
sell,  assign,  mortgage,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  these  interests  as  he 
pleases,  by  an  act  in  his  life-time,  without  the  consent  or  concnr- 
rence  of  his  wife,  except  it  be  such  an  interest  as  the  wife  has  bj 
the  provision  or  consent  of  her  husband,  by  way  of  settlement. 
(2  Eent^8  Com.  184.  Tumer^s  case,  1  Vem.  R.  7.  Whitmarsh 
V.  Rohinson^  1  CoU.  i?.  571.) 

It  is  said  that  an  assignment  of  the  real  chattels  of  the  wife  by 
the  husband  will  bind  her,  though  it  be  made  without  considera- 
tion ;  and  if  the  wife  has  a  judgment,  and  it  is  extended  on  an 
elegit^  the  husband  may  assign  it  without  consideration ;  and  if  a 
judgment  is  given  in  truBt  for  a  feme^ole  who  marries,  and,  by 
consent  of  her  trustees,  is  in  possession  of  the  land  extended, 
the  husband  may  assign  over  the  extended  interest.  {Cateret  v. 
PaachaU,  3  P.  Wms.  R.  200.) 

If  a  feme-sole  has  a  decree  to  hold  and  enjoy  lands  until  a  debt 
due  to  her  is  paid,  and  she  is  in  possession  of  the  land  under  the 
decree,  and  marries,  the  husband  may  assign  this  interest  with- 
out consideration,  without  regard  to  his  wife.  {Merriweaiher  v. 
BrookcTy  5  Litt.  [Ay.]  R.  256.)  He  may  sell  the  usufructuary 
estate  in  his  wife's  land  without  her  concurrence.  {Bailey  v. 
Duncan,  4  Mon.  [-ffy.]  /?.  260.)  And  as  the  same  rule  of  property 
prevails  in  equity  as  at  law  in  these  cases,  if  the  wife  is  entitled  to 
a  term  for  years  held  in  trust  for  her  benefit,  the  assignment  or 
alienation  of  it  by  her  husband  will  bind  her  surviving  him. 
{Turner^ B  case,  »kipra.  Tuder  v.  Samyne,  2  Vem.  R.  270.)  And 
it  has  been  held  that  the  assignment  of  the  wife^s  equitable  chattels 
real  by  the  husband  defeats  her  right  by  survivorship,  thongh  made 

*  without  consideration.  {Cateret  v.  Paachall,  3  P.  Wms.  R.  200.) 
However,  the  law  now  seems  to  be  settled,  that  the  assignment 
must  be  for  a  valuable  consideration,  otherwise  the  right  of  tlie 
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wife  will  not  be  diBturbed.    (jDos/s  note  to  Sqtdb  v.  Wyn^  1  P. 

WfM.  a.  380.) 

If  it  be  an  equitable  interest,  and  the  husband  should  find  it 
neceaaary  to  have  reoourse  to  a  court  of  equity  to  assert  his  right 
to  the  term,  as  when  it  has  been  vested  in  trustees  for  the  benefit 
of  the  wife,  still  he  may  dispose  of  it  as  he  will,  unless  the  trust 
has  been  created  with  his  privity  and  consent.    {PiU  v.  Huntj  1 

Vem.  R.  18.) 

§  239.  Chattels  real,  whether  they  are  legal  or  equitable  inter- 
est^ are  not  choses  in  action,  because  they  do-  not  stand  in  need 
of  being  reduced  to  possession,  being  in  possession  already,  and 
lying  in  action ;  yet,  if  the  husband  do  not  transfer  them  in  his 
life-time,  which  he  may  by  grant  or  demise,  he  cannot  dispose  of 
them  by  will,  and  they  will  survive  to  the  wife.  {MUford  v.  MU- 
ford  9  Ves.  R.  98.  Clancy's  Evs.  and  Wif^,  9.)  And  if  the 
husband  grant  part  of  a  term  which  he  has  in  right  of  his  wife, 
tliis  will  not  destroy  her  right  of  survivoi'ship  altogether,  for  if  the 
husband  die  in  such  a  case,  the  wife  will  have  the  remainder. 
{Sym's  Com,  Oro.  Eliz.  33.) 

If  the  husband  does  not  alien  the  chattels  real  of  his  wife^  and 
he  survives  her,  the  law  gives  them  to  him,  not  as  representing  his 
wife,  but  in  his  marital  right ;  no  administration,  therefore^  is  neces- 
sary to  be  taken  out  by  him  to  her.  Thus,  a  man  possessed  of 
lands  for  a  term  of  nine  hundred  and  ninety-nine  years,  granted 
the  term  to  a  lady,  and  her  heirs  immediately  after  the  death 
of  the  grantor,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  lady  grantee,  and  her  heirs 
to  and  fur  her  and  their  own  proper  use  forever,  and  afterward 
married  the  grantee,  and  the  marriage  took  effect.  The  husband 
survived  tlie  wife,  and  died  without  issue,  intestate,  and  without 
having  taken  out  administration  to  his  wife,  administration  was 
taken  out  to  him,  and  liis  administrator  claimed  the  term.  In  the 
mean  time  administration  had  been  taken  out  to  the  deceased  wife^ 
and  her  administrator  also  claimed  the  term.  The  court  construed 
the  grant  as  a  present  gift  to  tlio  wife  in  case  she  survived  her  hojs* 
band,  to  take  effect  in  possession  on  that  event,  and  held  that  the 
term  upon  the  death  of  the  grantor  went  to  his  administnttor, 
and  not  to  the  administrator  of  the  wife.  In  the  course  pf  the 
coDsidAration  of  the  case,  the  doctrine  was  clearly  brou^t  out, 
that  if  the  husband  do  not  alien  the  chattels  real  of  his  wife,  and 
he  survives  her,  the  law  gives  them  to  him.    {Do^  v.  Pdlgr$an^ 

47 
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1  n.  BlacJcsUme^s  £.  585.     Vide  aUo  1  BrigMs  BuAand  and 
Wife,  95.) 
§  240.  If  the  wife  has  the  right  only  to  a  term,  the  right  will 

« 

not  fiurvive  to  the  husband,  but  will  belong  to  the  wife's  represrat- 
atives ;  and  if  the  wife  be  the  survivor,  and  the  term  remains  in 
eiatu  quOy  she,  and  not  her  husband's  next  of  kin,  will  be  entitled 
to  them.  So  if  there  be  two  single  women  joint  tenants  of  a  lease 
for  years,  and  one  of  them  marries  and  dies,  the  term  will  snmve 
to  the  other  joint  tenant ;  for  although  the  chattels  real  are 
given  to  the  husband  if  he  outlives  his  wife,  yet  the  survivorBhip 
between  the  joint  tenants  was  the  elder  title,  which  was  not 
severed  by  the  husband  during  coverture,  marriage  itself  not  haring 
that  effect.  This,  of  necessity,  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rale. 
(1  BrigMe  Hue,  and  Wife,  95,  and  authoritiee  there  died.)  When, 
during  coverture,  a  lease  for  years  is  granted  to  the  wife,  advene 
possession,  which  commences  during  coverture,  may  be  treated  as 
adverse  to  the  wife  or  to  the  husband.  {Doe  v.  WHkiiis,  5  Nev, 
<b  Man,  R.  435.)  The'  wife's  remainder  in  leasehold  property, 
vested  in  interest,  though  not  vested  in  possession,  becomes  her 
husband's  on  marriage.    {MaUer  of  Lufe,  4  Edw,  Ch,  R,  895.) 

The  wife's  chattels  real  may  be  taken  on  execution,  and  sold  for 
the  debts  of  the  husband,  and,  by  this  means,  the  title  is  transferred 
by  operation  of  law  from  the  wife  to  the  creditor  of  the  husband. 
{Reffoei  Dom.  Bel  22.  2  Kent's  Com.  134.  MiUer  v.  WiUiame, 
1  P.  Wme.  B.  258.) 

§  241.  It  seems  to  be  settled  that  where  the  husband  survives 
his  wife,  and,  upon  tliat  event,  becomes  entitled  to  her  term  for 
years,  he  succeeds  to  them,  subject  to  all  charges  and  equities  with 
which  they  were  affected  in  her  possession,  so  that  if  the  wife  has 
before  marriage  subjected  her  terms  to  an  annuity,  or  other  incum- 
brance, and  her  husband,  either  after  her  marriage  or  after  her 
death,  has  renewed  the  leases,  or  surrendered  the  old,  and  taken 
new  leases,  the  incumbrances  in  equity  will  attach  upon  such  new 
leases,  and  the  creditors  will  not  be  bound  to  contribute  toward 
fines  or  expenses,  in  consequence  of  the  transactions.  {Moody  v 
MoMhews,  7  Ves.  Jr.  B.  174.  Vide  Winslow  v.  Tighe,  2  BcOl  dk 
Beat.  R.  195.    Stubbe  v.  Both,  lb.  548.) 

Zf  the  husband  is  entitled  to  a  term  of  years  in  his  wife's  right 
as  executrix  or  administratrix,  and  have  the  reversion  in  fee  in 
himself^  th«  term  will  not  be  merged,  because  a  man  may  have  a 
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freehold  in  his  own  right,  and  a  term  for  years  in  autre  droit;  and 
it  soems  essential  to  a  merger  that  the  term  and  the  freehold 
shoold  Test  in  a  person  in  one  and  the  same  right.  (1  BrigkPa 
Husband  and  Wife^  97,  and  authorities  there  cited.)  As  the  hus- 
band is  entitled  to  administer  in  his  wife's  right,  where  she  is 
executrix  or  administralirix,  he  has  a  power  of  disposition  over 
terms  for  years  vested  in  her  in  snch  right.  {Arnold  v.  Bidgoodj 
Cro,  Jog,  318.)  So  if  a  residue  of  a  term  of  years  he  vested  in  the 
wife,  as  administratrix,  her  husband  may  release  it,  and  his  release 
would  be  good.  {Levick  v.  Coppin^  2  Wm.  BL  B,  801.  S.  C. 
3  Wile.  R.  277.) 

§  242.  Should  a  wife,  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  be  a  lessee  for 
year^,  and  her  husband  should  take  a  lease  of  the  land  during  the 
lives  of  both  Iiim  and  his  wife,  that  act  would  amount  to  a  dispo- 
sition of  the  term,  and  the  rights  of  the  wife,  by  survivorship,  would 
be  thereby  defeated,  because,  by  the  acceptance  of  the  second  lease, 
the  term  would  be  surrendered  by  operation  of  law.  (1  Brigh£% 
IIuAand  and  Wife^  105.)  So  where  a  le&se  was  granted  to  hus- 
band and  wife  for  a  term  of  years,  and,  after  they  entered,  the 
lessor  enfeoffed  the  husband,  who  died  seised  during  his  wife's  life, 
it  was  held  that  this  extinguished  the  term,  and  defeated  the  wife's 
right  of  survivorship,  for  the  reason  that,  by  such  acceptance,  the 
husband  admitted  the  lessor's  power  to  enter  and  make  livery, 
which  he  could  not  lawfully  do  during  the  continuance  of  the 
term,  so  tliat,  of  necessity,  this  admission  by  the  husband  amounted 
to  a  surrender  of  the  term.    {Downing  v.  Seymour,  Oro,  EUz,  912.) 

If  the  husband  mortgages  the  wife's  term,  as  he  may  lawAiUy 
do,  and  neglects  to  pay  the  money  when  due,  the  estate  of  the 
mortgagee  becomes  absolute,  and  the  wife's  legal  right  by  sur- 
vivorship, is  defeated.  (  Vide  Radford  v.  Young,  4  Vin,  Abr.  50, 
]A.  15.)  But  if  the  equity  of  redemption  he  reserved  to  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  she  will  be  entitled  to  it  by  survivorship.  {Pitt  v. 
Pitt,  Turn,  dk  Ruse.  R.  180.  Jackson  v.  Parker,  Amller-e  B. 
6S7.    Clark  v.  Burgh,  2  Col.  N.  C.  C.  221.    9  Jur.  679.) 

Tlie  husband^s  agreement  to  mortgage  the  wife's  term  will  only 
be  enforced  against  her  to  the  extent  of  the  money  due.  {Bates  v. 
Dandy,  2  Atk.  R.  207.) 

The  husband  may  forfeit  the  term  of  his  wife,  and  thus  defeat 
her  right  of  survivorship,  by  his  misconduct,  as  by  committing 
waste;  and,  if  he  have  a  term  of  years  in  his  own  right,  and 
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ftnother  in  rigbt  of  his  wife,  his  forfeiture  will  extend  to  and  com- 
prehend both  the  terms.    (1  BrigM^  Husband  amd  Wife^  110.) 

/^  These  aa*e  among  the  acta  other  than  express  alienation,  by  whidi 
the :  husband  may  divest  his  wife's  chattels  real,  and  defeat  her 
right  by  survivorship. 

'<§  248.  If  the  husband  alone  grant  an* under-lease  of  his  wife's 
term  of  years,  reserving  a  rent,  that  would  be  a  good  demise,  and 
bind  the  wife  so  long  as  the  sub-demise  continued,  and  in  case  of 
the  death  of  the  husband  before  the  wife,  his  executors  would  be 
entitled,]  not  only  to  the  subsequent  accruing  rents,  but  to  the 
arrears  due  at  his  death,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  surviving  wife ; 
and  the  same  rule  would  prevail  in  case  the  wife  had  been  a  party 
to  the  under-lease,  provided  the  rent  was  reserved  to  the  husband 
only,  because  the  effect  of  the  sub-demise  and  reservation  was  an 
absolute  disposition  pro  tanto  of  the  wife's  original  term^  which 
she  could  not  avoid,  and  the  rent  was  the  sole  and  absolute  prop- 
a*ty  of  the  husband.  But  if  the  rent  was  reserved  to  husband  and 
wife  in  such  a  case,  the  surviving  wife  would  be  entitled  to  the 
future  rents^  and  also  to  the  arrears  at  her  husband's  death; 
because,  as  they  remained  in  action,  and  were  due  in  respect  of  the 
joint  interest  of  the  husband  and  wife  in  the  term,  they  would, 
with  their  principal,  the  term,  survive  to  the  wife.  (1  BrigkCs 
Svsbamd  and  Wife^  43,  44.) 

If  arrears  of  rent  accrued  while-  the  wife  was  single,  and  her 
husband  gave  an  acquittance  for  what  became  due  after  the  mar- 
riage, and  then  died,  the  discharge  would  prevent  his  wife  fit>m 
recovering:  the  arrears  which  were  due  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
Tinleas  dxe  coald  prove  that  the  prior  arrears  remained  nnsatiBfiS 
If  the  husband's  acquittance  be  under  seal,  then  it  will  bar  the 
wife;  if  not  under  seal,  it  is  merely  a  presumptive  bar.  {Merien 
v.  HopkinSy  Dyer^s  R,  271.) 

.  Such  is  the  doctrine  at  common  law  with  respect  to  the  interest 
which  tlie  husband  has  in  the  personal  property  of  his  wife,  and  in 
her  chattels  real,  and  the  leading  common  law  principles  which 
apply  to  the  subject.  The  changes  which  have  been  made  by  the 
statutes  of  several  of  the  states  will  be  fully  considered  hereafter. 
It  ought  to  be  stated,  however,  in  this  connection,  that,  although 
the  personal  property  belonging  to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  as  a  general  rule,  passes  at  once  to  the  husband,  under 
and  in  virtue  of  the  marriage,  yet  it  sometimes  happens  that  the 
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marital  right  of  the  husbaiid  is  excluded  bj  some  express  or 
implied  tmst,  for  the  sole  aud  separate  and  exclusive  benefit  of 
the  wife ;  in  which  case  the  husband  has  no  right  to  appropriate 
the  property  to  his  own  use.  Such  a  trust  may  be  contained  in  the 
provisions  of  a  settlement,  or  by  a  trust-deed,  or  by  the  will  of  a 
third  person ;  or  the  trust  may  be  implied  fi^m  the  viery  nature 
and  character  of  the  gift  itself.  Gifts  made  after  marriage  by 
third  persons  may  also  be  exprtessly  given  for  the  sole  and  separate 
use  of  the  wife,  independent  of  her  husband;  and  when  so  given, 
if  the  husband  consents  to  her  receiving  the  gifts,  ht  and  his  cred- 
itors are  bound  by  the  trust.  This  subject  will  be  more  especially 
considered  hereafter.  But  if  there  be  no  such  trust,  then,  as  has 
been  suggested,  the  husband  becomes  entitled  to  the  wife's  per- 
sonal property  by  the  marriage,  and  immediately  after  the  marriage 
may  appropriate  the  same  to  his  own  use  {In  the  maUer  of 
Orant^  5  Law  R^^orUr^  11),  although  there  is  a  species  of  per^ 
sonal  property  given  to  the  wife  by  third  persons  during  coverture 
which  does  not  pass  to  the  husband.  For  example,  mourning 
rings  and  the  like,  given  by  third  persons  to  the  wife  since  her 
marriage,  are,  from  .their  very  nature  and  character,  purely  per- 
sonal, and,  as  memorials  of  the  dead,  and  also  of  the  affection  of 
the  living,  they  are  sacred,  and  cannot  be  touched  either  by  the 
husband  or  bv  his  creditors.    {In  the  matter  of  Granty  mpra^ 


CHAPTER  XXI. 

THE  IKTEREST  OF  THE  HUSBAND  TS  HIS  WIFE's  OHOSES  IN  ACmON  IN 
POSSESSION — THEIR  REDUCTION  INTO  POSSESSION  BY  THE  HUSBAND — 
EFFECT  OF  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES  IN  TESTING  THEM  IN  HUSBAND 

BUBTIVORSHIP  OF   WIFE,   HOW   BARRED — WS6i   LEGAdBS  AND  DIS- 

TRIBirnVE  SHARES — HER  EQUiriES. 

§  314.  Marriage  is  only  a  qualified  gift  to  the  husband  at  com- 
mon law,  of  the  property  of  his  wife,  falling  under  the  description 
of  choees  in  action,  which  comprises  debts  owing  to  her,  promissory 
notes,  l^^ies,  residuary  personal  estate  and  the  like.  This 
species  of  person«^l  property  belongs  to  the  husband  by  the  mar- 
riage, npon  condition  that  he  reduce  it  into  his  pofiBe8sion> during 
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covertnre,  and  if  he  happens  to  die  before  his  wife,  without  having 
reduced  such  property  into  possession,  she  and  not  his  personal 
representatives  will  be  entitled  to  it.  {Screven  v.  Blunt^  7  Fe». 
R.  294.  L<mgham  y.  Newry^  3  ih.  467.  Xitsinger^s  .Estate^  2 
Aehm:  H.  455.  Poindexter  v.  BlacJdfurne^  1  IredeWi  [N,  C] 
Eq.  R.  286.  Snowkill  v.  SnowMU^  JSeeouioTy  1  Green's  [iV.  /.]  Ck 
jB.  30.  Richards  v.  Richards,  22  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  119.  Gatm< 
Madeley,  6  J^<^.  db  Wels.  R.  423.  Ze^y  v.  Zeffffj  8  J/iw.  A 
99.  Whitaker  v.  TFIittoitfr,  6  Johns,  R.  112.  Glasgow  v.  iSinA, 
3  fi!^.  cfe  t/bAiw.  [Md.]  R.  96.  EtOcrist  v.  EtUcrisi,  7  ifw. 
[JfcM*.]  ^.  311.    jBariA»  v.  Markshury,  3  Zi«.  [^y.]  jB.  282.) 

But  at  common  law,  the  husband  during  coverture  has  the  abso- 
lute right  to  receive  his  wife's  choses  in  action,  and  dispose  of  them 
at  pleasure,  the  same  as  though  he  became  possessed  of  tlie  same 
bj  purcliase ;  and  he  may  sue  and  collect  them  in  his  own  name, 
when  they  accrue  during  coverture,  and  in  the  name  of  himself 
and  wife,  when  they  belonged  to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  when  collected  the  avails  are  his  absolute  property. 
{AtUhorities  above  cUedy  and  2  Eenfs  Com,  135.) 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  marriage  has  always  been  treated 
as  only  a  conditional  gift  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  or  a  gift  to 
the  husband  of  her  power  to  dispose  of  them  to  himself  or  any 
one  else,  by  force  of  the  dominion  to  which  he  has  succeeded  as 
the  representative  of  her  person,  and  because  the  gift  is  conditional 
he  has  a  right  to  reject  it  by  refusing  to  perform  the  condition; 
and  hence,  clear  proof  that  a  husband  received  his  wife's  money 
as  a  loan,  or  a  disclaimer  of  intention  to  make  it  his  own  property, 
proved  by  his  admissions,  will  then  preserve  her  rights  of  8ur\-ivor- 
ship.  The  rule  that  a  gift  always  requires  the  assent  of  tlie  donor 
is  held  to  apply  in  such  a  case.  {Gochenaur's  Estate,  23  Penn,  B, 
460.)  And  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  it  has  been  held  that  a  promissory 
note  given  to  the  wife  before  or  during  coverture,  continues  to  be 
the  property  of  the  wife  until  the  assertion  by  the  husband  of  his 
marital  rights.    {Hbdp  v.  Plummer,  14  Ohio  Si,  R.  448.) 

§  245.  Upon  this  subject  it  was  said  by  the  chief  justice  in  the 
State  of  Kentucky,  in  a  case  involving  several  important  questions 
connected  with  it,  that  '^  the  choses  in  action  of  the  wife  at  the 
time  of  her  marriage  vests  in  the  husband  stib  modo  only ;  tiiat 
is  on  condition  that  he  reduce  them  to  possession,  or  otherwise 
disDose  of  them  efeotttdUy  during  coverture.    If  the  wife  survive, 
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no  such  dispositon  haying  been  made,  they  fiurviye  to  her ;  bnt  if 
the  husband  snrvive,  he  may  be  entitled  to  them  as  her  adminis- 
trator; and  the  statute  of  distribution  having- been  construed  as 
not  applying  to  him,  he  may,  therefore,  after  paying  her  debts, 
appropriate  them  to  his  own  use,  whenever  recovered  by  him  as 
her  administrator.  And  hence  it  has  been  decided  as  a  settled 
doctrine,  that  if  any  other  administer,  the  husband  will  be  entitled 
to  the.  residue  remaining  after  the  debts  of  his  wife  are  paid."  And 
it  was  further  observed :  ^'  But  as  the  wife  has  no  legal  capacity  to 
take  in  her  own  right  during  coverture,  a  choae  in  cbction  which 
accrues  to  her  while  she  is  covert  vests  absolutely  and  eo  instantly 
in  her  husband  by  operation  of  law.  And  hence,  it  was  long 
doubted  whether,  if  she  survived  her  husband,  such  a  chose  in 
action  would  belong  to  her  as  survivor.  It  has  been  determined, 
however,  that  in  most  cases  it  would."  {Jones*  Administrator  v. 
Warren^s  Administrator^^  4  Dana^s  R.  333.  Vide  also  Harris 
V.  Chdver,  9  £.  Mon.  R.  365.  PhiUshirh  v.  PluckuyeUj  2  Ma/uU 
&  Sdw.  Ji,  896.) 

This  doctrine  is  well  settled  at  common  law,  and  innumerable 
authorities,  both  ancient  and  modern,  might  be  referred  to,  in 
which  it  is  enunciated,  but  it  is  considered  unnecessary.  So  rigid 
is  the  rule,  that  it  has  been  held  that  the  wife  cannot  receire  a 
valid  payment  on  her  own  choses  in  action,  except  as  the  agent  of 
her  husband.    {Thrasher  v.  TuttUy  22  Maine  R.  335.) 

§  246.  The  bare  reduction  into  possession,  by  the  husband  of  a 
wife's  choses  in  action,  is  not  in  all  cases  conclusive,  though  it  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  a  conversion  to  his  use ;  but  the  pre- 
sumption of  interest  maybe  repelled  by  proof  that  he  held  the 
Bame,  or  the  avails  thereof,  as  her  trustee,  for  which  to  be  account- 
able. {Hindi  £state,  5  Wheat  R.  138.)  Under  such  or  similar 
circumstances,  an  actual  possession  by  the  husband  will  not  vest 
him  with  the  property,  for  he  must  have  reduced  it  to  his  .posses- 
bIod  as  husband,  and  not  in  any  other  capacity,  as  executor, 
administrator,  or  trustee.  {MayfieJd  v.  Clifkm^  3  Stew.  R.  375. 
Baker  v.  Hatty  12  Ves.  R.  497.  Well  v.  Torrdinson,  16  ib.  413. 
And  vide  Lodge  v.  Ham/Uton^  2  Serg.  dk  RoajoHs  R.  491.  Expwrte 
Ebersy  3  Dessau.  \S.  C]  R.  155.  Sturgineyer  v.  Hannah^  2  NoU  dk 
McCord^s  [S.  C]  R.  147.)  So,  if  he  should  receive  her  money  as  a 
loan,  he  would  not  get  an  absolute  title  to  it,  and  should  his  vrife 
survive  him,  her  right  to  it  would  not  be  barred  by  her  husband's 
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poasedsion.    {Gochena/ur^e  EHaU^  23  Pmn.  R.  460.    Gray^s  EiUUe^ 
1  ib.  828.) 

The  right  of  tho  husband  to  reduce  to  possessioii  his  wife's 
dioees  in  action  cannot  be  exercised  by  a  guardian  appointed  over 
him  as  an  insane  person ;  and  in  such  a  case  the  property  continoea 
▼ested  in  the  wife.  {Andaver  v.  Merrimack  County^  87  iV.  K 
JR.  488.) 

It  has  been  said  that  the  necessity  of  a  reduction  to  possession, 
in  order  to  vest  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  applies  only  to  sncli 
rights  as  accrue  before  marriage,  for  if  they  accrue  dvaring  cover- 
ture, as  Bot^s  madd  to  her  in  her  own  name,  according  to  the 
American  cases,  they  become  the  property  of  the  husband  abso- 
lutely, and  on  his  death  pass  to  his  representatives,  although  Uie 
wife  survive  him.  {Sa/oage  y.  King^  17  Maine  Ji.  301.  Oammon^ 
i^eattk  V,  Manly y  12  Pick.  jB.  173.  Swan  v.  Orey,  1  JBdyw.  [xV. 
C.]Ii.  3.  Jones  v.  Warren,  4  Dana's  li.  338.  LitOe  v.  Mank, 
U  Ired.  JSg[.  P.  18.  GomwaU  v.  Hoyt^  7  Conn.  P.  ^20.  MiddleUm 
y.  Mather^  15  i5.  598.^  The  rule,  however,  seems  to  be  different 
in  Eilgland.  There  it  would  appear  that  a  promissory  note  giren 
to  the  wife  during  coverture  is  not  a  personal  chattel  vesting  in  the 
husband  ahsolufely,  and  that  such  a  note  would  survive  to  the  vife 
tmkss  the  husband  by  some  act  reduced  it  to  possession  during 
coverture ;  and  the  s^me  is  the  rule  when  the  consideration  was 
advanced  by  the  wife;  in  that  case,  the  note  would  survive  to  the 
wife,  except  it  be  reduced  to  possession  during  coverture  by  the  hus- 
band. {Vide Oatersr.Madelyfi Mees.dk Wels.P.^2d.  Pichards 
y.  PidhardSy  22  Eng.  C,  L,  P.  121.  SearpMini  v.  Atcheson^bSib. 
874.)  And  it  has  been  held  in  this  country,  that  if  the  note  is 
payable  to  husband  i]&ne2  wife,  unless  collected  during  coverture,  it 
would  survive  to  the  wife  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  husband. 
(Pichardson  y.  Daggett,  4  Vt.  P.  886.  Draper  y«  Jackson,  16  Mom. 
J?.  48Q.)  In  the  last  case  cited,  Jackson,  J.,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said,  ^^The  question  is,  whether  a  note  and 
mortgage  made  to  a  man  and  his  wife  shall,  in  case  she  surtires 
him,  go  to  his  administrator  or  his  widow.  In  considering  this 
question,  we  except  the  case  of  a  voluntary  gift  by  a  husband  to 
his  wife,  as  when  he  advances  his  own  money  or  other  property, 
and  takes  for  it  a  note  or  bond  to  himself  and  his  wife.  This,  like 
every  other  voluntary  conveyance,  would,  without  doubt,  be  void 
as  against  the  creditors  of  the  husband.    .But  when  no  such  fact 
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appears,  the  law  seems  to  require  that  the  wife  shall  have  the  note 
or  bond  if  she  survives."    {Draper  v.  Jackson^  16  Mm%.  R.  482.) 

§247.  The  possession  by  the  husband  of  the  wife's  choses  in 
action  is  the  possession  of  the  wife.  This  must  be  so  from  the 
£Act  that,  in  law,  thiey  are  one  person,  and,  t^^iisertfa,  the  possession 
of  the  wife  is  the  possession  of  the  husband.  {MoJ^eill  v.  Arnold, 
17  Ark.  JR.  154.  Leey.  Matthews,  10  Ala.  R.  682.)  This  principle 
has  its  application  in  the  case  of  a  security  taken  by  a  husband  in 
the  name  of  his  wife.  Under  such  circumstancea,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  taking  the  security  in  her  name,  constitutes  a  gift,  and  its 
retention  in  his  custody  is  a  delivery  to  him,  and  upon  Lis  death 
it  belongs  to  her  absolutely  and  not  to  his  estate.  {Soott  v.  Sivies, 
10  B&8W.  R.  314.)  In  one  of  the  -cases  hereinbefore  cited,  a  note 
was  given  to  the  wife  during  coverture.  Farke,  B.,  says  i  "  When 
a  choee  in  action,  such  as  a  bond  or  note,  is  given  to  a  feme-coverty 
the  husband  may  elect  to  let  his  wife  have  the  benefit  of  it ;  or,  if 
he  thinks  proper,  he  may  take  it  himself;  and  if  in  this  case  a 
husband  had  in  his  life^time  brought  an  action  tipon  the  note  in  his 
own  name,  that  would  have  amounted  to  an  election  to  take  it 
himself,  and  to  an  expression  of  dissent  on  his  part  to  his  wife's 
having  any  interest  in  it.  On  the  other  hand,  he  may,  if  he  please, 
leave  it  as  it  is,  and  in  that  case  the  remedy  on  it  survives  to  the 
wife."  {Tatea  v.  Maddey,  6  Mees.  dh  WeU.  ft.  423.  Vids  aUo 
Hart  y.  Stephens,  6  QueerCa  B.  R.  937.)  And  in  another  of  die 
eases  referred  to,  a  feme-covert,  being  an  administratrix,  received  a 
sum  of  money  in  her  character  of  administratrix  and  lent  it  to  her 
husband,  and  took  in  return  for  it  the  joint  and  several  promissory 
note  of  her  husband .  and  two  other  persons,  payable  to  her  with 
interest ;  and  the  court  held  that,  althoi^h  the  wife  could  not  have 
maintained  an  action  on  the  note  during  the  life-time  of  her  hus- 
band,  tlie  note  was  a  chose  in  action  surviving  to  the  wife,  and 
'  that  she  could  bring  her  action  upon  it  on  the  death  of  her  husband. 
{Richards  v.  Richards,  22  Fng.  C.  L.  R.  110.) 

In  another  case  in  the  English  courts,  wheve  the  husband!  trans- 
ferred two  sums  of  bank  annuities  into  the  names  of  himself  and 
wife,  and  died  in  her  life-time,  the  court  held  that  the  wife,  surviv'^ 
ing  her  husband,  became  absolutely  entitled  to  the  stock,  there 
being  nothing  to  show  that  the  husband  intended  that  the  transfers 
should  have  any  operation  but  what  they  legally  had.  {Dummer 
V.  Piicher,  5  iHmorCs  B.  36.)    And  stiU  another  and  much  older 
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case  may  be  cited,  in  which  the  husband  had  lent  ont  money  m  the 
names  of  himself  and  wife,  npon  bond  and  mortgage  to  him  in 
their  joint  names,  and  the  court  held  that  the  wife  most  be 
regarded  as  a  joint  purchaser  and  entitled  to  the  securities  by  sur- 
vivorship. {Chruffa  Hospital  v.  Budgitiy  2  Vem.  R.  683.  Yidt 
dUo  Noah  V.  Naah^  1  Mad.  C.  C.  133.)  These  cases  have  been 
held  to  be  good  authority  J^y  the  courts  of  this  country,  and  go  to 
show  that  a  married  woman  is  not  disabled  from  being  the  bene- 
ficiary of  a  promise  during  coverture;  she  may  be  merely  a 
promisee  for  her  husband's  benefit  during  his  life,  if  he  chooses  to 
enforce  it.  But  if  he  neglects  to  do  it,  the  moment  she  becomes 
9m  juris  by  the  termination  of  the  matrimonial  relation,  she  can 
enforce  her  rights  in  her  own  name.  ( Vide  Scott  v.  Siniea^  10 
Bo9w.  JR.  314,  324.     Oibaon  v.  Todd,  1  Rawle's  R.  455.) 

§  248.  It  is  sometimes  an  important  question  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes a  redticttan  to  possession  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action  by 
the  husband.  A  mere  intention  to  do  so,  or  a  simple  appropriation 
of  the  fund,  will  be  insufficient.  {Blunt  v.  BesUand,  5  Ves.  B. 
515.)  So  it  is  well  settled  that  the  mere  receipt  of  interest  on  the 
wife's  choses  in  action  is  not  sudicient.  {Hunt  v.  StephefiS,  51 
JEng,  0.  L.  R.  939.  Stanwood  v.  Stanwood,  17  Ifass.  R.  57. 
Hunter  v.  EdUeU^  1  Edw.  Ch.  R.  888.)  Nor  is  the  mere  fact 
that  the  husband  joined  with  the  wife  in  giving  a  receipt  for  the 
principal  suflScieiit.  {Timbres  v.  Hatx,  6  Watts  <&  Serg.  R,  290. 
Vide  Bumham  v.  Bennett,  9  Jur,  888.)  The  husband's  taking  the 
dividends  of  stock  standing  in  the  wife's  name  only  reduces  the 
dividends,  and  not  the  stock,  into  his  possession.  {Burr  v.  Sher- 
wood, 3  Brad.  R.  85.) 

The  acts  to  effect  the  transfer  must  be  such  as  to  change  the 
property  in  the  chose  in  action,  or  something  which  will  divest  the 
wife's  right,  and  make  that  of  the  husband  absolute.  It  is  under- 
stood, however,  that  any  act  which  clearly  shows  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  husband  to  make  use  of  tlie  property  as  his  own,  as 
mortgaging,  releasing,  taking  a  new  security  for  the  debt,  procuring 
a  judgment  in  his  own  name,  appointing  another  to  receive  the 
amount,  who  actually  receives  it,  is  a  sufficient  act  of  ownership  to 
reduce  the  property  to  the  husband's  possession,  and  bar  the  wife^a 
right  {Schuyler  v.  Hoyle,  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  196.  And  vide 
Stewa/rCs  Appeal,  3  Watts  ASerg.  R.  376.  Forrest  v.  Warrington^ 
2  Dessau.  R.  254.    Moelpir^s  Appealy  2  Harris  R.  71.)    Pledging 
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the  wife's  note  as  security  for  a  temporary  loan  is  not  evidence  of 
the  husband's  intention  to  appropriate  it ;  and  a  redemption  of  it 
by  him  places  it  in  all  respects  in  statu  quo.  This  is  not  such  a 
reduction  of  the  note  into  the  possession  of  the  husband  as  will 
destroy  the  wife's  interest  in  it.  Neither  will  the  chose  in  action 
be  considered  reduced  by  the  husband  to  his  possession  merely  by 
having  the  actual  possession  of  the  instrument.  It  is  necessary 
that  the  money  should  be  actually  received  by  him,  or  by  a  third 
person  as  his  agent,  for  his  use ;  or  that  a  judgment  should  be 
recovered  and  an  execution  issued  in  the  name  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  or  in  the  name  of  the  husband  alone.  {Zatatirette  v.  Wil- 
liamsj  1  Barb.  H.  9.  Vide  also  Hariman  v.  Dov)dd^  1  Remits  R. 
279.)  *  But  a  legal  or  equitable  assignment  by  the  husband  of  the 
wife's  chose  in  a>etion^  for  value,  is  such  a  reduction  of  the  title  into 
poesession  as  would  bar  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship ;  and  an 
equitable  assignment  as  collateral  security  for  a  present  advance  oi 
money  defeats  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship,  though  merely 
pledging  the  chose  in  action  does  not  have  that  effect  {Tritt  v. 
CWwK,  81  Fenn.  R.  228.) 

§  349.  If  the  husband  receives  the  fimd  which  was  owing  to  the 
wife,  or  if  he,  or  he  and  his  wife,  authorize  a  person  to  receive  it, 
who  actually  obtains  it,  either  of  such  modes  of  receipt  will  change 
the  wife's  interest  in  the  property,  and  will  be  a  reduction  of  the 
chose  in  action  into  the  possession  of  the  husband,  divested  of  her 
title  to  it  upon  surviving  him ;  and  he  may  maintain  an  action. for 
the  money  so  received  by  the  person  authorized.  (1  JBright^s  Hus- 
land  and  Wife^  53,  and  authorities  there  cited). 

When  the  husband  was  a  lunatic,  the  payment  into  court  of  the 
wife's  chose  in  action  to  the  credit  of  the  lunacy,  was  held  to 
amount  to  a  reduction  into  possession.  {In  re  Jenkins^  5  Russ,  R. 
183.) 

The  transfer  of  the  wife's  stock  into  the  names  of  the  husband 
and  another,  in  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  is  not  a 
redaction  of  the  property  into  the  possession  of  the  husband  which 
will  entitle  his  representatives  to  hold  it  to  the  exclusion  of  his 
wife  surviving,  for  it  is  regarded  as  simply  made  diverso  intuiter. 
But  a  transfer  of  the  wife's  stock  into  her  husband's  sole  name,  will 
be  a  reduction  of  it  into  his  possession,  and  defeat*  the  wife's  right 
by  survivorship,  because  such  a  transfer  is  considered  equivalent  to 
a  receipt  of  the  money,  by  the  husband,  and  an  act  vesting  the 
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sole  property  in  him.  (  WaU  y.  TamUnscm^  16  Ves.  JR.  413.)  An 
assignment  by  the  husband,  under  the  iiisolyent  laws,  vests  in  the 
assignors  the  personal  estate  of  the  wife  in  action,  unless  the  same 
is  secured  to  her  as  her  separate  property.  But  the  assignee 
takes  the  legal  interest  subject  to  the  wife's  right  by  survivonship, 
if  the  husband  dies  before  the  assignor  has  reduced  such  property 
to  possession.  The  assignee  also  takes  the  assignment  of  the  wife's 
estate  in  action,  subject  to  her  equitable  elaim  thereon,  for  the  8iip> 
port  of  herself  and  infant  children,  if  she  had  no  other  suffiaent 
means  for  that  purpose ;  provided  such  claim  is  asserted  by  the  wife, 
or  a  suit  is  instituted  in  a  court  of  equity  for  the  recovery  of  such 
property,  before  the  assignee  has  reduced  it  to  possession.  (  Van 
Epp9  V.  Van  Deusen,  4  Paig^B  Ch.  R.  64^  73,  74.  Harper  v. 
BwoenhiU^  1  TamlyfCs  li.  144.  Pierce  v.  Tkomelyy  2  Sim,  B. 
167.  Eenner  v.  Morton^  %  Ruse.  R.  66,  90.  Steinmiiz  v.  Eal- 
ihiuj  1  Glj^  &  JameeovCe  ^.64.  3  KenCe  Com.  193.  Vide  obo 
Mitford  V.  Miifard,  9  Vee.  R.  87.  (hUcals  v.  Van  TTtwifo,  1 
Oreen'e  CK  i?.  616.  Mathmey  v.  Queee,  2  JBtiTe  [&  C]  Ck  R 
66.    Ewrtman  v.  D(mdd^  1  Rawle's  R.  279.) 

The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  their 
own  name  in  a  chose  in  action,  made  to  the  wife  when  sole.  (  War- 
ringUm  v.  Tates^  12  Meea.  <&  Wela.  R.  866.) 

A  voluntary  assignment  by  the  husband,  without  consideration, 
is  not  a  bar  to  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship.  {BumeU  v.  -fftna#- 
ten^  2  Vem.  R,  401.  Jvdson  y.  MotUeoUy  2  Atk.  R.  430. 
CaeeoU  v.  Carroll^  11  Wheatan^e  R.  184.  Pareone  v.  PareoM^ 
9  N.  H.  R.  321.) 

§  250.  It  would  seem  from  authority  that  the  husband  cannot 
assign  the  wife's  contingent  interest  in  a  chose  in  action,  even  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  so  as  to  deprive  her  of  her  right  of  survivo^ 
ship.  {Terry  v.  Brandany  1  Rich.  Ej.  R.  78.  And  vide  Maywooi 
y.  Johnston,  1  HilPe  Gh.  R.  228.)  And  in  a  case  where  the  husband 
and  wife  assigned  for  a  valuable  consideration  a  moiety  of  a  share 
of  an  ascertained  fund  in  which  the  wife  had  a  vested  interest  in 
remainder,  expectant  on  the  death  of  a  tenant  for  life,  and  the  hus- 
band died,  the  vrife  and  tenant  for  life  being  still  living,  it  was 
held  that  she  might  claim  the  whole  share,  as  against  the  assignee. 
{Purden  v.  Jackeon,  1  Ruse.  R.  1.) 

In  another  case,  the  husband  and  wife  assigned  the  interest  in 
certain  trust  stock  to  which  she  would  be  entitled  on  the  death  of 
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her  mother,  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  an  annuity  granted  by 
the  husband.  The  husband  afterward  took  the  benefit  of  the  insol- 
vent debtor's  act,  and  a  general  assignment  of  his  property  was 
made  under  it  The  wife's  mother,  on  whose  death  the  stock  was 
to  be  vested  in  her,  died,  and  afterward  the  husband  died  without 
having  done  any  act,  or  instituted  any  proceedings,  to  reduce  the 
trust  fund  into  possession.  It  was  held  that  neither  the  assignee 
undcar  the  insolvent  debtor's'act,  nor  the  annuitant,  was  entitled  to 
the  fund,  but  that  it  belonged  to  the  surviving  wife.  {HernAy  v.  Lee^ 
2  Kad.  a  a  R.  16.  And  vide  MUford  v.  Mitford,  9  Ves.  R.  87.) 
The  same  doctrine  has  been  recognized  as  sound  in  a  very  late  case 
in  England,  and  although  it  is  directly  repugnant  to  several  of  the 
older  cases,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  husband  cannot  possibly 
make  an  assignment  of  the  reversionary  interest  of  his  wife  in  a 
chose  in  action,  so  as  to  bar  the  wife  as  survivor,  provided  the 
interest  continues  reversionary  until  the  death  of  the  husband. 
{AMey  v.  Ashley y  1  CoUyer^s  R.  553.  Vide  aho  ElUacn  v.  Elwin, 
13  Sim.  R  309,  and  Morlej  v.  )VTigkt,  11  Ves.  R,  19.) 

§  251.  It  has  been  held  that  when  the  wife  was  entitled  to  a 
reversionary  interest  in  a  fund,  payment  of  it  to  the  husband  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  person  on  whose  death  she  would  be  entitled  to 
it,  amounted  to  a  reduction  into  possession  by  the  husband,  so  as 
to  bar  his  wife's  right  by  survivorship*  {Dowell  v.  Earle^  12  Ves. 
R.  473.)  And  it  has  been  held  that  when  the  wife's  reversionary 
chose  in  action  is  expectant  upon  a  prior  life  interest,  the  assign- 
ment or  surrender  of  the  life  interest  to  the  wife  will  have  the 
effect  of  accelerating  the  reversionary  interest,  or  converting  it  into 
an  immediate  estate  so  as  to  enable  the  husband  to  reduce  it  into 
pofiBession.  {LackUm  v.  Admne^  6  Lcm  Jowr.  N.  S.  oh.  382.  Sail 
V.  ffugoniny  14  Sim.  R.  598.  16  Law  Jour.  J^.  S.  ch.  14.  10  Jur. 
940.)  It  seems,  however,  that  no  acceleration  of  the  rerersionary 
interest  will  take  place  when  the  prior  interest  is  vested  in  the  hus- 
band alone.  {Richards  v.  Roberts^  8  Mad.  R.  384.)  And  the 
same  doctrine  seems  to  be  held  in  case  the  interest  is  vested  in 
the  husband  and  wife.  {Ball  v.  Hugcnin^  supra.)  It  would  seem 
to  follow  from  the  authorities,  that  if  the  whole  interest  in  the  ftmd 
by  any  means  becomes  vested  in  the  wife,  it  may  be  reduced  into 
possession  by  the  purchaser ;  although  Mr.  Bright  thinks  the  doc- 
trine can  hardly  be  considered  as  fully  established.  (1  Briyhfs  Bus. 
and  Wife,  60.) 
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§  253.  The  husband's  taking  a  new  aecnrity  m  the  name  of  the 
wife,  for  a  debt  due  to  her  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  is  not  sucli 
a  reducing  pf  the  debt  into  possesaion  as  to  extinguish  the  wife's 
right  of  survi vorsliip.  But  if  the  husband  receives  the  debt  due  to 
the  wife,  or  novates  it  by  taking  a  ne^gr  security  for  it  in  his  own 
name,  the  wife's  right  is  extinguished,  and  the  new  security  goes 
to  his  representatives.    {Searing  t.  Searing^  9  Paige^s  Ch,  H.  289.) 

The  bringing  of  a  suit  by  the  husband  alone,  to  recover  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  his  wife's  real  estate,  is  such  a  reduction  to 
possession  as  will  defeat  the  wife's  estate,  and  tliis  notwithstand- 
ing the  death  of  the  husband  after  verdict  but  before  judgment 
{Teneick  v.  Flagg,  5  Dutch.  [JV.  •/.]  £.  25.) 

When  the  consideration  of  a  bond  or  other  security  proceeds 
from  the  wife,  or  her  estate,  or  when  it  is  the  gift  of  a  third  person 
to  her,  and  the  husband  does  not  collect  the  money  or  dispose  of 
the  security,  or  proceed  to  judgment  in  his  own  name,  in  his  Ufe- 
time,  tlie  security  will  go  to  the  wife  by  survivorship.  But  if  in 
such  a  case,  the  husband  elects  to  treat  the  security  as  his  own,  bj 
bringing  suit  in  his  own  name  only,  the  judgment  recovered  in  his 
life-time  will  belong  to  his  estate,  although  the  wife  survives  him. 
It  is  otherwise,  however,  if  he  sues  in  the  joint  names  of  himself 
and  wife,  and  she  survives  him.  {Moehring  v.  Mitehellj  1  Barb. 
Ch.  R.  624.  Thompaan  v.  EtUuxnih^  Jh.  624.)  The  naming  or 
not  naming  the  wife  in  an  action  is  attended  with  material  conse- 
quences in  relation  to  this  subject,  for  if  she  be  a  party  and  the  Ima- 
band  die  after  judgment,  and  before  execution  sued  out,  the  judg- 
ment will  survive  to  her,  and  she  will  be  entitled  to  enforce  the 
judgment.  {Bond  v.  Simmons^  3  Aik.  R,  31.)  But  if  the  action 
be  brought  by  the  husband  alone,  and  he  die  aft^er  judgment,  his 
representatives,  and  not  the  wife,  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  judgment.  {Oglander  v.  Boston^  1  Vem.  R,  896.)  And  costs 
ordered  by  rule  of  court  to  be  paid  to  husband  and  wife,  have  been 
held  to  survive  to  her.  {Tiff  v.  Barthtt,  JTanmer's  R.  104.)  It 
may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  in  all  cases  where  it  is 
necessary  to  bring  the  suit  in  the  joint  names  of  the  husband  and 
wife  during  coverture,  the  cause  of  action  survives  to  the  wife  for 
her  benefit.    {Searing  v.  Searing^  supra,) 

%  353.  A  judgment  obtained  by  the  husband  alone  in  this 
respect  being  so  nmch  more  advantageous  for  him,  it  may  be 
useful  to  inquire  in  what  cases  he  may  or  may  not  sue  without 
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malring  hia  wife  a  party.  It  may  be  considered  a  general  rule  at 
common  law  that  the  husband  may  commence  proceedings  at  law  in 
his  own  name  only  for  all  personal  estate  in  actions  which  accmed 
to  his  wife,  or  to  her  and  him  jointly,  during  coverture,  and  in 
respect  to  all  personal  contracts  or  covenants  made  or  entered  into 
with  them  during .  the  marriage ;  because  the  rights  of  action 
accrued  after  marriage,  and  the  husband  might  disagree  to  the 
wife's  interest,  and  make  his  own  absolute,  an  intention  to  do 
which  he  manifeBta  in  bringing  an  action  in  his  own  name  when 
it  might  have  been  commenced  in  the  names  of  both  him  and  his 
wife.  {0ate9  v.  Maddey,  6  Mee9.  dk  Wele.  JR.  427.)  All  of  the 
text  writers  agree'upon  this  subject,  and  yet  it  may  be  convenient 
to  refer  to  a  few  cases  where  the  rule  has  been  held  to  apply. 

If  a  bill  or  note  be  given  to  husband  and  wife,  he  alone  may 
bring  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  due.  {ShutUes- 
w^rth  v.  JToyeSy  8  Maw.  R.  229.  Bartow  v.  Biahapy  1  JSast^a  R. 
432.    Day  v.  Padrone^  2  MauU  dk  Selw.  R.  396.    EiyvoeU  v. 

MaiMy  3  Zw.  R.  403.     (hpm  v. ,  2  P.  Wms.  R.  497. 

Burrough  v.  Mo98y  21  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  128.  AuTcerddn  v.  CUi/rkey 
4  Trnn  R.  616.) 

The  husband  may  sue  alone  on  notes  and  bonds  given  to  the 
wife  during  coverture,  as  well  as  those  given  to  him  and  wife. 
{PhiUiskirk  v.  PluchweUy  2  Mavle  db  Sdw.  R.  393.) 

So  the  action  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  husband  alone, 
on  a  contract  or  covenant  to  himself  and  wife.  {Brovm  v.  Laney  2 
Mod.  R.  217.) 

When  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  distributive  portion  of  a 
deceased  person's  estate  accrues  after  marriage,  the  husband  may 
bring  his  action  to  recover  it  in  his  own  name  without  joining  the 
wife.    {Henderson  v.  Orei/y  6  Smedee  cfe  Marsh.  R,  209.) 

It  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts  that  a  legacy  accruing  to  the 
wife  either  before  or  during  coverture,  may  be  recovered  by  the 
husband  in  his  own  name.  {Sqpgood  v.  HougJdony  22  Pick.  R. 
480.)  But  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  it  was  held  that,  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  wife's  interest  in  a  residuary  devise,  the  husband 
and  wife  must  join.    {Damdl  v.  AdamSy  13  B.  Mon.  R,  273.) 

A  similar  doctrine  prevails  in  Ohio.  In  that  state  it  has  been 
held  that  the  husband  cannot  collect  a  legacy  in  his  own  right, 
accruing  to  the  wife  during  coverture,  after  the  decease  of  the 
wife,    {Ourry  v.  FuOdmony  14  Ohio  R.  100.) 
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If  basbftnd  and  wife  demiBe  for  years  the  wife^s  estate,  res^^ving 
a  rent,  the  husband  may  bring  his  action  alone  for  the  reeoYerj  of 
arrears.    {Brown  y,  Lam^  2  Mod,  E.  217^ 

Wliere  a  leade  is  granted  to  husband  and  wife,  and  the  husband 
underlets,  the  wife  need  not  be  joined  in  the  action  gainst  the 
lessee  for  an  injury  to  the  reversion.  (  WalHs  v.  Sarrisan^  5  Mees. 
db  Wds.  Ji.  142.) 

The  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  a  wife's  real  estate,  which  accnie 
during  coverture,  belong  absolutely  to  the  husband,  and,  of  coane, 
he  need  not  join  his  wife  in  an  action  for  their  recovery.  {Olapp 
V.  Houghton^  10  Pick.  R.  463.  And  vide  Jones  y.  Pattenon^  11 
Bwri,  B.  572.)  There  are  many  cases  in  which  either  the  husband 
may  sue  alone,  or  the  husband  and  wife  may  join,  and  some  of  the 
foregoing  are  cases  of  this  kind ;  and,  in  all  these  cases,  if  judgment 
is  recovered  in  the  name  of  the  husband,  alone,  the  wife  has  no 
right  by  survivorship ;  but,  if  the  judgment  be  obtained  in  favor 
of  the  husband  and  wife  jointly,  and  the  husband  dies  before  exe- 
cution sued  out,  the  judgment  will  survive  to  tlie  wife,  as  has  been 
before  stated.    {Ante^  §  252.) 

§  254.  Where  an  obligation  or  contract  is  taken  to  the  husband 
and  wife,  or  to  the  wife  alone,  with  the  assent  of  the  husband,  the 
action  survives  to  the  wife,  who  is  entitled  to  the  proceeds,  as 
against  the  heirs  and  personal  representatives  of  the  husband.  In 
such  a  case  the  form  of  the  security  implies  a  design  by  the  hus- 
band to  benefit  the  wife,  and  the  law  will  give  efiect  to  this  inten- 
tion when  the  interest  of  creditors  is  not  affected.  Indeed,  an 
agreement  with  a  feme-cofoert^  and  a  promise  to  her,  personally, 
raises  the  presumption  that  she  is  the  meritorious  cause  of  such 
agreement,  and  it  will  survive  to  her.  This  is  held  to  be  the  rule 
at  law,  as  well  as  equity.  {Borst  v.  Spdmany  4  iT.  Y.  B.  284. 
Draper  v.  Jackson^  16  Maee.  R.  483,  486.) 

Where  a  husband,  as  a  consideration  for  his  wife's  joining  in  bis 
deed  of  his  own  land,  permitted  her  to  invest  a  part  of  the  pnr- 
chase-money  in  her  own  name,  and  assented  that  she  treat  it  as  her 
own,  and  reinvest  it  in  her  own  name,  money  belonging  to  her 
before  marriage,  it  was  held  that  she  took  all  the  securities  by  sur- 
vivorship.   {Sewring  v.  Searvrig^  9  Paiges  OK  R.  283.) 

Where  a  lease  is  executed,  by  husband  and  wife,  of  land  in  whidi 
the  wife  has  an  estate  for  life,  and  the  lessee  covenants,  in  tarn, 
to  pay  rent  to  both,  this,  of  itself,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  bus- 
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band  and  wife  to  join  in  an  action  for  the  rent,  notwithstanding 
the  wife  did  not  acknowledge  the  execution  of  the  lease,  ai^, 
therefore,  was  not  bound  by  it.  And,  it  is  held,  that  one  effect  of 
uniting  the  wife  in  siich  an  action  is,  that  upon  the  death  of  the 
husband  his  interest  in  the  cause  of  action  survives  to  the  wife,  and 
no  interest  vests  in  the  personal  representatives  of  the  husband. 
By  uniting  the  wife,  the  husband  signifies  his  assent  to  giving  her 
such  an  interest  in  the  cause  of  action,  and  he  thereby  vests  the 
wife  with  his  interest,  in  the  event  of  his  death.  {Jacques  v. 
Shorty  20  Barb,  i?.  269.)  So  when  money  is  secured  to  the  hus- 
band and  wife  by  a  promissory  note,  or  certificate  of  deposit,  no 
other  facts  appearing,  the  wife  is  held  to  be  entitled  to  survivor- 
ship in  the  money.  {Orphan  Asylum  v.  Strain^  2  Bradf.  R.  34.) 
And  so,  also,  an  agreement  to  pay  to  husband  and  wife,  during  the 
life  of  the  longest  liver,  a  given  sum,  survives  to  the  wife  after  the 
death  of  the  husband,  and  it  is  held  that  she  may  assign  it.  (Priiv- 
die  V.  CarutherSj  15  iT.  y,  R.  425.  Vide  aUo  Pike  v.  CoUins^ 
23  MairU  R.  38.  Siuckey  v.  Keefe's  Ex^.  26  Petin.  Ji.  397.  Tar- 
rey  v.  Torrey^  4  Verji.  R,  430.) 

§  255.  All  legacies  to  the  wife,  and  distributive  shares  in  an 
intestate's  estate,  which  accrue  to  the  wife  during  coverture,  at  com- 
mon law,  become  the  absolute  property  of  the  husband,  if  reduced 
to  possession  in  his  life-time,  the  same  as  the  other  choses  in  action 
of  the  wife.  {Cera  v.  Taylor ^  10  Ves.  R.  578.  Lampkin  v.  Creed^ 
8  i6.  699.  Garforth  v.  Bradley,  2  Vee.  Sen.  R.  675.  Palmer  v.  Tre- 
vor,  1  Vem.  R.  261.  Schuyler  v.  JBoylCy  5  Johns.  Gh.  R.  196. 
Tucker  v.  Gordon,  5  N.  H.  R.  564.  Hapgood  v.  Houghton,  22 
Pick.  R.  480.  Goddard  v.  Johnson,  14  ib,  352.  Hayward  v.  Say- 
ward,  20  ib.  517.  Cannon  v.  Ulm£r,  1  Bai.  [S.  C.'\  Eq.  R.  204. 
Revel  V.  Revel,  2  Dev.  <j&  Batt.  R.  272.  Galleyo  v.  GaUeyo,  2  Brock. 
R.  285.  Adams  v.  Zarendon,  McC.  &  You.  R.  41.  Poindexter  v. 
Bhckbum,  1  Ired.  Eq.  R.  286.  HurdeU  v.  CoUen,  ib.  61.  ClifU^^ 
V.  Haig,  4  Dessau.  R.  330.  Fleury  v.  Baker,  2  Barr's  R.  470. 
Ross  V.  Wharton,  10  Yerg.  [Tenn.]  R.  190.  Wintercast  v.  Smithy 
4  RawU's  R.  177.    SnawhiU  v.  SnowhiU,  1  Grem's  Ch.  R.  30.) 

As  there  are  some  principled  peculiar  to  this  branch  of  the 
subject,  it  may  be  well  to  refer  to  some  points  settled  by  the 
authorities  in  relation  to  the  wife's  legacies  and  distributive  shares. 

A  legacy  to  the  wife  will  not  pass  by  an  assignment  of  the  bus 
bandy  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  of  all  his  personal  property 
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in  possession  or  in  action.  {Skinner^s  Appeal^  5  Ba/rfi%  R.  263.) 
Some  authorities  hold,  howfever,  that  such  legacies  or  distributive 
shares  vest  absolutely  in  the  husband,  without  any  reduction  to 
possession,  and  that  the  husband  may  sue  for  them  in  his  own 
right,  either  before  or  after  his  wife's  death.  {CommonweaWi  v. 
Manly,  12  Pich.  E.  173.  Goddard  v.  Johnson,  14  Pick.  B.  352. 
Hapgood  v.  Hov^kton,  22  ib,  480.  Griswdld  v.  Penniman,  2  Conn. 
B.  664.  Morgan  v.  Tliames  Bank,  14  ii.  102.  JSarly  v.  Sherwood, 
1  Dvd,  \GeoJ\  B.  7.  Lowry  v.  Houston,  3  How,  \^Miss.'\  B.  224. 
Wade  V.  Grimes,  6*5.  425,  McGee  v.  i^<?r<^,  2  Smedes  <&  Marsh, 
[Miss.'}  B,  769.)  But  the  better  opinion  is,  that  unless  such  legacies 
or  distributive  shares  are  reduced  to  possession  by  the  husband  dur- 
ing coverture,  they  survive  to  the  wife.  {Hayward  v.  Hayward, 
supra.  Curry  v.  FiiUcinson,  14  Ohio  B.  100.  Wheeler  v.  Moore, 
13  N.  n.  B,  159.  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  ib.  321.  Ma/rston  v. 
Cferter,  12  iJ.  159.  FaZioc^g  v.  Taliaferro,  2  CbK'j?  [  Fa.]  B. 
447.  Harleston  v.  Lynch,  1  Dessau.  B.  244.  Clifton  v.  J7atj^,  4  iJ. 
330.  Harper  v.  Archer,  8  Smedes  <&  Marsh.  B.  229.  GaUeyo  v. 
GaUeyo,  supra.  Bevel  v.  Bevel,  2  2?^.  <j6  Aj^.  J?.  272.  Schuyler 
V.  J?byZ(9,  5  c/bAn*.  CA.  i?.  196.) 

In  some  of  the  states  it  has  been  held,  that  such  legacies  and  dis- 
tributive shares  may  be  attached  by  the  husband's  creditors,  even 
before  distribution  is  made.  (  Wheeler  v.  Bowe,  20  Pick.  B.  563. 
Holhrook  V.  Waters,  19  i&.  354.  Grisxoold  v.  Penniman,  supra.) 
But  the  doctrine  has  been  in  other  states  expressly  condemned  as 
unsound,  and  the  contrary  rule  is  confidently  asserted.  (  Wheeler  v. 
Moore,  supra.  Short  v.  Moore,  10  Vt.  B.  446.  Dennison  v.  Nigh, 
2WaU'sB.^0.  BoUnson  Y.Woelpper,!  Wharton's  B.  119.  EUby 
V.  Haggvn,  3  e/.  J.  Marsh.  {^Ky.']  B.  215.)  And  in  Massachusetts 
it  is  held,  that  if  the  husband  die  before  judgment,  the  wife's  right 
of  survivorship  is  not  barred.  {Strong  v.  Smith,  1  Mete.  B.  476.) 
After  a  decree  of  distrib]ition,  undoubtedly  such  share  would  be 
absolutely  in  the  husband,  and  could  be  attached  by  his  creditors. 
{Parks  V.  Cushman,  9  Yt.  B.  320.)  But  no  action  at  law  can  be 
sustained  by  the  husband,  or  his  assignee,  either  in  his  own  name, 
or  by  joining  the  wife,  to  recover  such  share ;  the  only  remedy  is 
in  chancery.  {Howard  v.  Brown,  11  Vt.  B.  361.  And  vide  Bing. 
on  Cov.  209,  note  5,  wha^e  the  authorities  on  the  subject  are  cited.) 

Payment  of  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  the  wife  generally,  and  not 
given  to  her  separate  use,  to  the  wife,  without  the  authority  of  the 
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husband,  express  or  implied,  will  be  void  as  to  him.  {Palmer  T. 
Trevor^  1  Vem.  B,  261.  Moaea  v.  Leviy  3  Yoimge  dk  (kXLyer^a  JEb, 
R.  359.    NorrxB  v.  Hetningwayy  1  Hogg,  Eoo.  Ih  5.) 

§  256.  Decrees  so  far  resemble  judgments  at  law  in  respect  to 
those  matters,  that  until  the  money  be  ordered  to  be  paid,  or 
declared  to  belong  to  the  husband,  the  wife's  right  will  remain 
undisturbed;  and  as  a  joint  judgment  will  remain  to  the  wife  if 
her  husband  die  before  execution  is  awarded,  so  will  a  joint  decree 
until  an  order  for  payment,  or  declaring  the  money  to  belong  to 
the  husband*  (1  BrighPs  Iluaband  ai\d  Wife,  67.  McCauUy  v. 
PhUlipH^  4  Vea.  J?.  15.  Murray  v.  Elibank^  10  il.  84.  Nanney  v. 
Martin,  3  Aik.  R.  726.    Forbes  v.  Pkippa,  1  Edwards  Gh.  R.  502.) 

An  award  has  not  the  effect  of  changing  the  property  in  chat- 
tels personal  of  the  wife  into  the  husband.  Unless  the  award  is 
carried  into  effect  by  some  act  amounting  to  a  reduction  into 
possession  of  the  choses  in  action  of  the  wife,  the  .wife  surviving 
the  husband  will  not  be  bound,  {tiunter  v.  RicSy  15  East^a  R.  100. 
Thorpe  V.  Eyre,  1  Ad.  &  El.  R.  926.) 

§  257.  Some  general  principles  on  which  the  rights  of  survivor- 
ship in  these  cases  depend,  have  been  succinctly  stated  thus :  '^  The 
husband,  by  marriage,  acquires  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  wife  during  her  life ;  and  if  they  have  a  child  bom  alive, 
then,  if  he  survives,  during  his  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  he 
acquires  an  absolute  right  to  the  chattels  real,  and  may  dispose  of 
them.  If  he  does  not  dispose  of  them,  and  survives  his  wife,  they 
survive  to  him ;  but  if  she  outlives  her  husband,  they  survive  to 
her.  He  acquires  an  absolute  property  in  her  chattels  personal  in 
her  possession  ;  but  as  to  her  choaea  in  action,  he  may  maintain  a 
suit  jointly  with  her  to  recover  them,  and  if  he  reduces  them  to 
possession  during  coverture,  they  become  his,  otherwise  they  sur- 
vive to  the  wife  if  she  outlives  him,  or  to  her  administrator  if  she 
does  not.  As  to  the  property  accruing  during  coverture,  the  same 
rule  is  applicable  except  in  regard  to  choaea  in  action.  These  vesi 
absolutely  in  the  husband,  on  the  principle  that  the  husband  and 
wife  are  but  one  in  law,  and  her  existence,  in  legal  consideration, 
is  merged  in  his.  He  may,  in  such  cases,  bring  a  suit  in  his  own 
name  without  joining  his  wife.  This  clearly  proves  tiiat  the  choaeB 
in  action  vest  in  him  absolutely ;  for  if  the  r^ht  was  in  the  wife, 
she  must  necessarily  join  in  the  suit«  When  a  bond  or  note  is 
given  to  the  wife,  the  husband  can  maintain  an  action  in  his  own 
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name.  The  consequence  then  is,  that  if  the  husband  die  before 
the  wife,  such  chx>9e%  m  action  shall  go  to  his  executor  or  admin- 
istrator, and  they  do  not  survive  to  the  wife,  for  when  the  property 
has  been  absolutely  vested  there  can  be  no  survivorship. 

"  It  is  true,  in  certain  cases,  when  claims  originate  during  cover- 
ture, the  husband  may  sue  in  his  own  name,  or  may  join  with  the 
.  wife,  as  for  rents  issuing  out  of  her  real  estate,  or  when  she  is 
the  meritorious  cause  of  action ;   and  then,  if  the  husband  die 
while  the  suit  is  pending,  or  after  judgment  and  before  it  is  satis- 
fied, the  interest  in  the  cause  of  action  will  survive  to  her,  and  not 
to  the  executor  of  the  husband,  though  if  he  had  sued  alone  she 
would  have  had  no  interest    But  this,  so  far  from  proving  that 
if  no  suit  had  been  brought  the  chores  vn  action  would  survive  to 
the  wife,  proves  directly  the  contrary.     For  in  this  case  the 
joinder  of  the  wife  in  the  suit  was  the  ground  of  the  survivorship. 
It  is  agreeing  to  and  recognizing  her  interest  by  the  husband,  «2d 
may  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  grant  to  her ;  and  for  this 
reason  the  suit  or  judgment  may  survive  to  her.    That  when  no 
act  is  done  by  the  husband,  when  no  suit  is  brought  or  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  both,  his  separate  absolute  interest  continues, 
and  can  never  survive  to  the  wife."     {Griewold  v.  Pennington^  2 
Conn,  a,  665.) 

Ghoses  in  action  of  the  wife  not  reduced  to  possession  by  the 
husband,  survive  to  the  wife  after  his  death;  and  if  she  Axes 
before  she  reduces  such  choses  in  action  to  possession,  they  go  to 
her  next  of  kin,  and  not  to  the  representatives  of  her  deceased 
husband.  In  Ohio,  the  husband  is  not  the  next  of  kin  of  his  wife. 
{Dixon  V.  Dixon,  18  Ohio  R.  113.  Ifeedles  v.  Needles,  7  Ohio  &. 
jR,  432.  Shop  V.  Plummer,  14  ib.  448.)  It  may  be  affirmed, 
however,  that  at  common  law,  a  husband  is  entitled  to  the  personal 
property  and  choses  in  action  of  his  wife,  and  they  are  vested  in 
him  at  her  death,  whether  reduced  to  possession  or  not,  in  virtue 
of  his  marital  rights,  and  not  of  his  rights  to  administratioiL 
{Ryder  v.  HuUe,  24  N.  T.  R.  372.) 

.  §  258.  In  order  that  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship  to  her  choses 
in  action  may  be  barred,  they  must  be  recovered  by  the  husband 
during  the  coverture,  whether  they  are  legal  or  equitable ;  and  yet 
there  is  a  difference  between  a  wife's  legal  and  equitable  choses  in 
action  which  ought  t.o  be  noticed.  In  cases  where  it  is  necessary 
for  the  husband  or  his  assignees  to  have  recourse  to  equity,  that 
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junsdiction  witl  not  give  its  assistance  except  upon  the  terms  that  a 
proyisioQ  is  secured  out  of  the  fund  for  the  wife.  In  other  words, 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  aid  either  the  husband  or  his  assignees 
to  recover  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  unless  a  suitable  provision  is 
made  from  them  for  the  wife.  {Dv/vall  v.  Farmer^  Bcmky  4  OUL 
<j6  Johns,  [Md,']  li.  282.  Whitesidea  v.  DaviSy  7  DcmdB  \Ky^  R. 
107.  Tiver  v.  Bvohardeon^  7  Mon.  JR.  660.  Fdber  v.  Colden^  1 
Paig^B  Ch.  jB.  166.  Van  Epps  v.  Van  Devsen^  4  tJ-  64. 
McElhatten  v.  fla?^wB,  4  Sayw.  [Tenn.]  It.  19.  Duer  v.  Boyer^ 
2  MoGorcPs  Oh.  JR.  368.    JVorris  v.  Zc^ne,  18  Md.  E.  260.) 

In  one  case  quite  recently  decided  in  the  English  chancery,  the 
vice-chancellor  said :  ^^  Marriage  is  a  gift  to  the  husband  of  all 
the  personal  property  to  which  the  wife  is  entitled  in  possession, 
aiid  of  all  the  personal  property  to  which  she  may  become  entitled, 
subject  only  to  the  conditions  of  his  reducing  it  into  possession  dur- 
ing the  coverture ;  and  I  am  aware  of  no  distinction  in  this  respect 
between  property  to  which  the  wife  is  entitled  in  eqnity,  and  prop- 
erty  to  which  she  is  entitled  at  law.  Nor  upon  principle  can  there 
be  any  distinction,  the  rule  resting,  as  I  conceive,  upon  this — that 
the  husband  and  wife  are  in  law  one  person — a  rule  which  prevails 
in  eqnity  as  much  as  at  law.  The  wife's  equity  for  a  settlement, 
therefore,  does  not  depend  upon  any  right  of  property  in  her,  and 
that  it  does  not  depend  upon  any  such  right  of  property  is  the 
more  clear  when  it  is  considered  to  what  limitation  it  is  subject. 
The  amount  is  discretionary  in  the  court,  and  if  the  wife  insists 
upon  it,  she  must  claim  it  for  herself  and  her  children,  and  not  for 
herself  alone — ^limitations  which  are  wholly  inconsistent  with  a 
right  of  property  in  her. 

"  The  right,  then,  being  thus  independent  of  property,  there 
seems  to  be  no  ground  on  which  it  can  rest,  except  the  control 
which  courts  of  equity  exercise  over  property  falling  under  their 
dominion.  It  is,  in  truth,  the  mere  creature  of  a  court  of  equity, 
deduced,  as  I  conceive,  originally,  when  the  husband  sued,  from 
the  rule  that  he  who  comes  into  equity  must  do  equity  ;  and  sub- 
sequently, extended  to  suits  by  the  trustees  and  the  wife,  probably 
from  the  necessity  of  the  court  administering  the  trust,  whether 
the  husband  thought  proper  to  sue  or  not.  We  must  consider, 
then,  when  this  obligation  of  doing  equity  is  enforced  by  the  court. 
It  is  not  upon  the  bill  filed ;  for  the  bill  may  be  afterward  dis- 
missed.   It  is  not,  as  I  think,  upon  the  decree  being  made,  when 
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the  plaintiff's  interest  is  in  reversion  ;  for  in  sach  cases  the  conrt 
only  deals  with  the  interest  in  possession.  It  is,  I  think,  when  the 
property  comes  to  be  distributed ;  for  then,  and  not  till  then,  in 
ordinary  cases,  does  the  court  enforce  obligations  attaching  upon 
the  property  otherwise  than  by  contract.  This  right  to  a  settle- 
ment, therefore,  I  take  to  be  an  obligation  which  the  conrt  fastens, 
not  upon  the  property,  but  upon  the  right  to  receive  it,  and  that 
'  this  is  the  case  is,  I  think,  the  more  clear  from  this  consideration: 
if  the  right  attaches  at  all,  it  must  attach  with  all  its  incidents. 
One  of  its  incidents  is,  that  the  wife  waiving  it  must  waive  it  by 
her  consent  in  court ;  but  it  is  now  settled  that  the  conrt  cannot 
take  her  consent  to  part  with  her  reversionary  interest."  {O^m 
V.  Morgan,  9  Rare's  R.  432,  433, 434.    S.  C.  41  Eng.  Ch.  A  431.) 

In  another  much  earlier  case,  Sir  William  Grant,  speaking  of 
this  right,  says  the  ordinary  occasion  for  it  is,  ^'  where  the  husband 
applies  to  have  paid  to  him  money  that  belongs  presently  and 
immediately  to  his  wife."  (  Wo6lland%  v.  Crowcher^  12  Ve8,  R,  174.) 
And  Sir  John  Leach  is  yet  more  distinct,  for  he  says,  "  My  opinion 
is,  that  a  wife,  by  her  consent  in  a  court  of  equity,  can  only  clepart 
with  that  interest  whidi  is  the  creature  of  a  court  of  equity — the 
right  which  she  has  in  a  court  of  equity  to  claim  a  provision  by 
way  of  settlement  on  herself  and  children  out  of  that  property 
which  the  husband  at  law  would  take  in  possession  in  her  right 
Her  equity  arises  upon  his  legal  right  to  present  possession.  Tliis 
principle  has  no  application  to  a  remainder  or  reversion ;  when  the 
remainder  or  reversion  falls  into  possession,  then  the  equity  arises. 
If  the  wife,  by  her  consent,  could  pass  a  remainder  or  reversion  in 
personal  property  to  her  husband,  she  would  not  only  part  with  a 
future  possible  equity,  but  with  her  chance  of  possessing  the  whole 
property  by  sm'viving  her  husband  ;  and  to  give  this  effect  to  her 
consent,  could  make  it  analogous  to  a  fine  at  law  with  respect  to 
real  estate — a  principle  always  disclaimed  in  a  court  of  equity.  A 
court  of  equity  interferes  to  protect  the  property  of  the  wife  against 
the  legal  rights  of  the  husband,  and  will  never  lend  itself  as  an 
instrument  to  enable  the  husband  to  acquire  a  right  in  the  wife's 
personal  property,  which  he  can  by  no  means  acquire  at  law." 
{Picka/rd  v.  Roberts^  3  Madd.  R.  384.) 

The  whole  doctrine  of  the  wife's  settlement  out  of  her  personal 
property  in  equity,  has  recently  undergone  considerable  discussion 
and  criticism  in  the  English  courts,  and,  although  generally  recog- 
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nized,  it  is  regarded  as  an  '^  inuovation  on  tbe  common  law  rights 
of  the  husband,  wliich  has  been  introduced  by  a  process  of  judicial 
legislation,  carried  through  many  years,  and  that  in  its  application 
it  involves  many  cui'ious  anomolies."  (  Wallace  v.  Auldejoj  9  Jur* 
[jH^.  S.]  B.  687.) 

Upon  this  subject  it  was  said  in  the  late  court  of  errors  of  the 
State  of  New  York :  ^'  It  is  not  disputed  that  a  husband,  in  virtue 
of  his  marriage,  becomes  absolute  owner  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  his  wife ;  and  may,  consequently,  dispose  of  them,  including 
not  only  her  choses  in  possession,  but  in  action,  when  the  latter  are 
reduced  into  possession.  And  the  authorities  go  so  far  as  to  say, 
that  if  the  husband  can  obtain  possession  of  the  wife's  choses  in 
action,  without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery,  he  will  be  permitted 
to  do  so,  and  then  to  dispose  of  them  at  his  discretion.  But  when 
the  property  of  the  wife  is  under  the  care  of  the  court,  and  the 
husband  cannot  enjoy  it  without  the  authority  of  the  court,  care 
will  be  taken  that  before  it  is  placed  at  the  husband's  disposal  a 
suitable  provision  ^hall  be  made  out  of  it  for  the  wife's  support. 
That  the  general  assignees  of  the  husband  stand  in  no  better  situa- 
tion than  the  husband  himself,  admits  of  no  dispute." 

The  result  of  the  case  established  the  following  propositions : 

1.  That  the  wife  has  an  undoubted  right  to  an  adequate  provision 
for  her  and  her  children,  if  any,  out  of  her  equitable  propeity,  as 
against  her  husband  or  any  assignee  of  the  husband.  And  when 
it  is  necessary  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  for  its  aid  in  obtain- 
ing possession  of  such  property,  the  court  will  see  that  proper 
provision  is  made. 

2.  That  though,  in  general,  a  husband  who  lives  with  and  main- 
tains his  wife  is  entitled  to  receive  the  dividends  or  interest  of  her 
estate,  yet  when  the  husband  deserts  his  wife,  or  neglects  or 
refuses  to  provide  for  and  maintain  her,  or  where  he  has  misbe- 
haved himself,  or  shown  a  total  incapacity  to  manage  his  concerns, 
or  a  disposition  wantonly  to  waste  his  wife's  property,  in  such  cases 
the  court  ought  to  direct  the  interest  to  be  paid  either  to  the  wife 
or  to  a  trustee  for  her  benefit.  (  Udall  v.  Kenney^  3  Cow.  H.  590, 
599,  609.) 

In  regard  to  this  authority  it  has  been  well  said,  that  it  "  pre- 
sents a  striking  instance  of  the  healthful  influence  of  a  court  of 
chancery,  in  guarding  the  rights  of  the  helpless  and  unprotected, 
and  it  is  hoped  this  question  is  finally  put  at  rest."    {Reeve^s  Dom. 
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Hd.  1863,  p.  70,  note  1.  Vide  dUo  Ilamson  \.  Keating^  4  J7W#, 
Rl.) 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  this  rule  in  equity  will  not 
obtain  when  the  wife  lives  apart  from  her  husband  witliout  cause, 
or  if  she  has  a  sufficient  provision  from  any  source.  {Fry  v.  Fry^ 
T  Paiges  Ch.  B.  462.    MarUn  v.  Martin,  1  Hof.  Ch.  H.  462.) 

The  wife's  equity  may  be  extended  to  the  whole  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  descended  or  devised  to  tlie  wife ;  and  it  extenda 
to  a  debt  due  to  her  before  marriage,  which  the  husband  has  not 
reduced  to  possession.  {Ilaviland  v.  Bloom.,  6  Jones^  Oh.  B.  178. 
SmUh  V.  Kane,  2  Paige^B  Ch.  B.  303.)  When  the  wife  waa 
entitled  to  an  equitable  provision  out'of  property  devised  to  her, 
her  husband  being  a  lunatic,  of  whose  person  and  estate  no  com- 
mittee had  been  appointed,  the  court  decreed  her  right  in  the 
property,  and  ordered  it  to  be  assigned  to  the  assistant  register, 
and  the  inco;ne  thereof  to  be  paid  to  her  until  further  order. 
{Carter  v.  Carter,  1  Paige^a  Ch,  J?.  463.) 

§  259.  "Whether  a  court  of  equity  will  restrain  the  husband  or  his 
assignee  from  proceeding  at  law  to  possess  himself  of  the  wfe's 
property  in  action,  or  compel  by  order  a  suitable  provision  out  of 
the  same  for  her  support  on  her  application,  has  been  considered  a 
doubtful  question  with  the  equity  ou  tlie  side  of  the  wife. 

Upon  this  subject  the  late  Chancellor  Kent  said  :  "  Whether  the 
suit  for  the  wife's  debt,  legacy  or  portion,  be  by  the  husband  or  by 
his  assignees,  the  result  is  the  same,  and  a  proper  settlement  on 
the  wife  must  first  be  made  of  a  portion  of  tlie  property.  The 
provision  is  to  be  proportioned,  not  merely  to  that  part  of  the 
equitable  portion  of  the  wife's  estate  which  the  husband  seeks,  but 
to  the  whole  of  her  personal  fortune,  including  what  the  husband 
had  previously  received.  And  perhaps  chancery  ought  on  just 
principles  to  restrain  the  husband  from  availing  himself  of  any 
means,  eUJwr  at  law  or  equity,  of  possessing  himself  of  the  wife's 
personal  property  in  action,  unless  he  would  make  a  competent 
provision  for  her.  The  English  rule  in  equity  is,  that  when  tliere 
is  a  suit  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts  for  subtraction  of  a  l^acy,  and 
there  is  a  married  Woman  to  be  protected,  or  a  trust  to  be  executed, 
the  court  of  chancery  will  restrain  the  suit  by  injunction."  (2 
EmVa  Com.  139.) 

And  upon  the  same  subject,  the  late  Judge  Story  said :  ^^  This 
was  formerly  matter  of  no  inconsiderable  doubt,  as  it  was  not 
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unnatnrally  Bupposed  that  tho  jurisdiction  rested  solely  upon  the 
ground,  that  parties  seeking  relief  in  equity  should  do  equity ;  and 
if  they  were  not  seeking  any  relief,  then  that  the  court  remained 
pMsive.  But  the  doctrine  is  now  firmly  established  that  whenever 
the  wife  is  entitled  to  this  equity  for  a  settlement  out  of  her  equit- 
able interest  against  her  husband  or  his  assignees,  she  may  assert 
it  in  a  suit  as  plaintiff,  by  bringing  a  bill  in  the  name  of  her  next 
friend.  And  certainly  there  is  mnch  good  sense  in  disallowing 
any  distinction  fonnded  upon  the  mere  consideration  who  is  plaintiff 
on  the  record  ;  for  an  equity  is  precisely  the  same  whether  she  is 
plaintiff  or  whether  she  is  defendant.  If  it  is  a  substantial  right, 
it  ought  to  be  enforced  in  her  favor,  whenever  it  is  withheld  from 
her."    (2 /S&>ry'«  ^.  t/wr.  §  1414.) 

There  are  very  respectable  authorities  against  the  position  that 
a  court  of  equity  will  restrain  the  husband  from  proceeding  at  law 
in  those  cases  until  he  makes  a  suitable  provision  for  his  wife ;  but 
they  have  not  as  good  reason  as  the  opposite  doctrine,  and  the  latter 
seems  to  be  a  prominent  feature  in  all  the  late  equity  decisions 
involving  the  question,  and  the  rule  in  favor  of  the  wife  may  be 
r^rded  as  settled.  The  common  law  right  of  tlie  husband  to  the 
wife's  personal  property  dm-ing  coverture  is  annulled  or  greatly 
modified  in  many  of  the  states,  which  will  be  fully  noticed  here- 
after. 


CHAPTER  XXII. 

IHB  husband's    interest    IN    HIS   WIFE's    KEAL    ESTATE    AT    COMMON 

LAW HIS  TENANCY  BY  THE  CUBTE8Y  AND  THE   INCIDENTS  EE8PE0T- 

INO  ir — HOW  CUBTESY  MAY  BE  DEFEATED  AND  BABRED. 

§  260.  At  common  law,  the  husband  acquires  by  the  marriagd 
the  usufruct  of  all  the  freehold  estate  of  the  wife,  consisting  of  all 
her  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  which  she  has  in  fee  sim- 
pie,  fee  tail,  or  for  life.  This  doctrine  is  so  ancient,  and  so  well 
understood,  that  the  numerous  authorities  on  the  subject  need  not 
be  referred  to. 

The  interest  of  the  husband  in  the  land  estate  of  his  wife  is  of 
a  freehold  character,  because  it  may  continue  during  his  natural 
hfe,  and  has  no  certain  determinate  period.    He  is  said  to  be 
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Beised  jure  voiorie  /  and  during  their  joint  lives  he  takes  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  that  accrue  during  coverture  absolutely,  and  if 
unreduced  to  possession  during  his  life,  they  pass  to  his  peraonal 
representatives,  and  an  action  to  recover  them  does  not  survive  to 
the  wite.  {Clapp  v.  Stauffhton^  10  Pick.  H.  463.  SAato  v.  Par- 
tridge, 17  VL  E.  626.  Edrington  v.  Harper,  Z  J.  J.  MarA,  R, 
360.  Bailey  v.  Duncan,  4  Man,  JR.  260.)  Or,  in  the  langaage 
of  one  of  the  cases,  '^  a  husband's  interest  in  the  lands  of  his  wife, 
held  in  her  own  right,  is  denominated  a  freehold,  because  of  its 
certain  continuance  during  coverture,  and  during  his  life,  after  her 
decease,  provided  he  is  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  As  a  necessary 
incident,  the  husband  becomes  entitled  to  the  possession,  and  to 
the  rents  and  profits,  commensurate  with  his  estate,  and,  if  vested, 
may  recover  the  same  in  his  own  name.  .These  marital  rights 
were  well  settled  by  the  common  law,"  and  the  husband  cannot  be 
deprived  of  them,  except  by  an  unmistakable  provision  of  statute; 
and,  even  then,  an  estate  acquired  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
statute  would '  not  be  affected  by  its  provisons.  (Smith  v.  Cdvin, 
17  Parh.  R.  157, 160.) 

If  husband  and  wife  convey  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  to  tras- 
tees  for  the  use  of  the  grantors,  the  husband  will  have  the  al^olute 
control  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  {Siter  v.  McClanachan,  2 
6raU.  [  Fa.]  P.  280.) 

If  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years  is  executed  to  husba!hd  and  wife 
jointly,  the  hnsband  takes  the  rents  and  profits  during  the  joint 
lives  of  the  husband  and  wife;  and  the  husband  may  alien  the 
entire  term  or  estate,  so  as  to  bind  the  wife  and  deprive  her  of  her 
rights  of  survivorship.  {Jackson  v.  McConnell,  19  Wend.  P.  175. 
Dian  v.  Glav^,  1  Pof.  Ch.  P.  71.  Goelet  v.  Gori,  31  Pofi.  B. 
314.) 

During  the  joint  lives  of  the  husband  and  wife,  he  has  the  abso- 
lute control  of  the  estate  of  the  wife,  and  may  convey  or  mortgage 
it  for  that  period.  {Parber  v.  Parris,  15  Wend.  P.  615,  617. 
Pailroad  Co.  v.  Harris,  9  Ind.  P.  184.) 

The  interest  of  the  husband  in  his  wife's  lands  may  be  taken 
and  sold  on  execution  against -the  husband.  {Mattocks  y.  Steami, 
9  Vt  P.  326.  Perkins  v.  CoUreU,  15  Pa/rh.  P.  446,  448.  CauU^ 
V.  Porter,  12  Ohio  P.  79.  WiUiams  v.  Morgan,  1  Litt.  R.  1^^. 
Brown  v.  Gale,  5  If.  H.  P.  416,  Pobb  v.  Paley,  1  Greenl-.  Ji.  6. 
But  vide  Jackson  v.  Suffem,  19  Wend.  P.  175.)    The  purchaser,  on 
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the  execution  sale,  will  take  the  rents  and  profits  for  a  definite 
{>eriod,  or  the  whole  life  estate,  at  an  appraisal  of  the  value  founded 
on  a  proper  estimate  of  the  probability  of  human  life,  or  just  the 
interest  which  the  husband  had  in  the  lands  during  coverture. 
{LUchfidd  V.  Cadworthy  15  Pich  H.  23.)  If  the  husband  lias 
released  his  interest  in  his  wife's  lauds  to  his  wife,  reserving  an 
annuity  to  himself,  it  is  held,  in  Pennsylvania,  that  his  creditors 
have  no  longer  any  lien  on  the  lands.  {BanslaugJi  v.  Bonslaughy 
17  Serg,  &  Rawle^a  H,  361.)  Of  course,  the  husband's  conveyance 
by  mortgage  will  only  pass  his  life  estate,  or  the  joint  life  estate 
of  himself  and  wife,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  no  more.  {Miller 
V.  Shackleford^  3  Dcma'e  R.  291.) 

§  261.  Upon  this  subject  Mr.  Clancy  says :  "  The  husband  gains 
an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  inheritance  of  his  wife,  in  her  right 
daring  her  life.  He  is  not,  however,  solely  seised,  but  jointly  with 
her.  The' interest  which  the  husband  acquires  by  marriage,  in  the 
estate  of  inheritage  of  his  wife,  is  most  correctly  expressed  in  the 
technical  phraseology  of  the  common  law  pleaders,  viz.,  *  That 
husband  and  wife  are  jointly  seised  in  right  of  the  wife.' "  Again : 
*'  Bnt,  although  the  husband  is  said  to  be  jointly  seised  with  his 
wife,  and  not  solely  in  her  right,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  he  is 
incapable  of  creating  an  estate  of  freehold  in  her  inheritance,  with- 
out her  being  a  party  to  tlie  conveyance.  For  instance,  he  may 
alone,  during  the  coverture,  create,  by  deed,  an  estate  of  freehold, 
and  thereby  make  a  good  tenant  to  the  praecipe  without  the  wife's 
joining  him  in  a  fine.  So,  at  the  common  law,  a  husband  seised 
in  right  of  his  wife  might  have  made  a  discontinuance  of  the  wife's 
estate,  and  thus  barred  her  right  of  entry,  which  proves  that  he 
had  the  power  of  conveying  the  freehold,  without  her  consent, 
during  his  life ;  for  a  discontinuance  can  ba  worked  only  by  a 
person  having  a  lawful  estate,  to  which  he  can  give  an  unim- 
peachable .title  during  his  life,  and  he  must,  consequently,  have  had 
a  sole  seisin  in  the  freehold  for  his  life."  {Clancy  ori  Husband 
and  Wife,  161,  162.) 

§  262.  Bacon,  in  his  Abridgment,  says:  "From  the  time  of  the 
intermarriage  the  law  looks  upon  tile  husband  and  wife  but  as  one 
person,  and,  therefore,  allows  of  but  one  will  between  them,  which 
is  placed  in  the  husband,  as  the  fittest  and  ablest  to  provide  for  and 
goverti  the  family  ;  and,  for  this  reason,  the  law  gives  the  husband 
an  absolute  power  of  disposing  of  her  personal  property,  no  acts  of 
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hers  being  of  any  force  to  affect  or  transfer  that  which,  bj  the 
intermarriage^  she  has  resigned  to  the  husband ;  bat  the  freehold 
and  inheritance  of  the  wife  is  subject  to  other  rules  and  regulations, 
for  the  husband,  by  marriage,  does  not  become  absolute  proprietor 
of  the  inheritance,  but,  as  the  governor  of  the  family,  is  so  far 
master  of  it  as  to  receive  the  profits  of  it  during  her  life,  but  hie» 
no  power  to  make  an  absolute  sale  of  it  without  her  consent^' 
(1  Bac.  Ah.  286.) 

With  respect  to  the  power  of  the  husband  to  lease  his  wife's 
lands  during  coverture,  Bacon  says :  '^  If  the  husband  seised  of 
lands  in  right  of  his  wife,  makes  a  lease  thereof  for  years  by  inden- 
ture or  deed  poll,  reserving  rent,  aU  the  books  agree  this  to  be  a 
good  lease  for  the  whole  term,  unless  the  wife,  by  some  act  after 
her  husband's  death,  shows  her  dissent  thereto ;  for  if  she  accepts 
rent,  which  becomes  due  after  his  death,  the  lease  is  thereby 
become  absolute  and  unavoidable."    (1  B<ic,  Ab.  302.) 

This  position  of  Bacon,  in  regard  to  the  effect  of  the  acceptance 
of  rent  by  the  wife,  is  not  fully*  sustained  by  the  authorities.  The 
lease  of  the  husband  of  his  wife's  lands  for  years,  is  not  void  during 
the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife ;  but  if  either  dies  within  the 
term,  the  lease  becomes  void,  except  that  a  tenancy  by  the  cnrtesy 
may  change  the  rule.  The  lease  in  any  event  become  absolntelT 
void,  and  is  determined  by  the  death  of  the  husband.  (  Walton  v. 
mU,  2  Saund.  R.  180,  note  h) 

§  263.  A  lease  of  the  wife's  land  by  husband  and  wife,  at  com- 
mon law,  is  no  better  than  that  of  the  husband  alone.  The  hus- 
band is  always  bound  by  a  lease  executed  by  him  of  his  wife  s 
lands,  but  the  wife,  whether  she  have  joined  in  it  or  not,  is  not 
bound  by  it ;  for,  having  been  a  married  woman  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  it,  she^was  incapable  of  contracting,  and  is  tlierefore 
at  liberty,  when  the  disability  is  removed,  to  avoid  or  a£Srm  tliis 
contract,  if  it  be  capable  of  confirmation  ;  and  the  same  power  of 
affinning  or  avoiding  such,  a  lease  descends  upon  the  issue  of  the 
wife.    {Jeffery  v.  Grey^  Yeh,  B.  78.) 

But  not  only  may  such  a  lease  of  the  wife's  land  be  avoided  by 
the  wife  and  her  issue  on  the  death  of  her  husband,  but  the  same 
power  may  be  exercised  by  a  subsequent  husband  of  the  wife,  or 
any  other  party  claiming  under  the  wife  by  any  legal  proceeding; 
or  the  lease  may  be  confirmed  by  the  wife  or  the  other  parties  named. 
(  Vide  Clancy  on  Huebwad  and  Wife^  174.) 
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The  huBband  alone  may  charge  the  wife's  land  daring  the  joint 
lives  of  husband  and  wife.  He  has  the  power  at  common  law,  to 
transfer  the  whole  estate  of  his  wife,  and  the  estate  will  lie  in  the 
alienee  of  the  hnsband,  snbject  to  the  right  of  entry  of  the  wife,  or 
her  heirs,  and  which  entry  is  necessary  to  revest  the  estate  after 
the  husband  discontinnes  it.  (2  KenPa  Com,  133.  BuUerfidd  r. 
BeaU,  3  Ind.  R.  203.) 

The  interest  in  the  wife's  lands,  and  power  over  them  by  the 
husband,  ceases  in  all  cases  of  absolute  divorce,  that  is  npon  the 
disdolution  of  the  marriage  by  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii. 
{Steams  v.  Steams,  10  Ohio  R.  540.  Mattock  v.  Stearns,  9  Vt  R.  326. 
Burt  V.  Hurbuty  16  ib.  293.  Oldham  v.  Henderson,  5  Dana^s  R. 
256.)  A  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  entitles  the  wife,  at 
common  law,  of  its  own  force,  and  without  any  order  of  the  court, 
to  be  put  immediately  into  the  possession  of  her  real  estate.  Said 
Chancellor  Walworth :  "  If  the  husband  has  been  guilty  of 
adultery,  he  has  forfeited  his  right  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  his 
wife's  estate,  by  this  violation  of  the  marriage  contract.  And  if 
the  wife  succeeds  in  obtaining  a  decree  for  a  divorce,  she  will  be 
entitled,  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  her  real  estate,  and  to  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof  from  the  time  of  filing  her  bill,  so  far  as  the 
husband  has  not  actually  reduced  the  same  to  his  possession." 
( Vincent  ir.  Parker,  7  Paige's  Ch.  R.  65,  66.) 

In  many  of  the  states,  the  husband's  nsufruct  of  the  wife's  free- 
hold during  coverture  is  abolished  or  modified,  which  will  be 
noticed  hereafter. 

§  264.  If  the  husband  dies  in  the  life-time  of  the  wife,  the  fee 
of  her  lands  remains  in  her,  and  the  heirs  and  personal  represent- 
atives of  the  husband  have  no  interest  in  the  same,  except  that 
crops  growing  upon  the  land  at  the  time  of  his  death  belong  to  his 
estate.  Althongh  the  emblements  growing  upon  the  land  adhere 
to  the  freehold,  they  are  regarded  in  this  case  as  personal  property, 
and  vest  in  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  husband,  and 
theyliave  a  right  to  enter  npon  the  land  tor  the  purpose  of  gather- 
ing such  emblements.  So,  when  a  husband  is  seised  of  land  in 
right  of  his  wife,  and  she  dies  without  issue  by  him  bom  alive,  the 
land  descends  to  the  heir  of  the  wife,  and  the  interest  of  the  hus- 
band in  the  land  is  at  once  terminated,  except  that  if  the  husband 
has  sown  or  planted  the  land  he  is  entitled  to  the  emblements. 
{Reeved  Dom.  Rel.  28,  and  wuthoriti^  there  cited.)    So,  also,  when 
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the  hnsband  and  wife  divorced  cavsa  prcBContractuSj  and  the  hus- 
band has  Bown  the  land  of  his  wife  previous  to  such  divorce,  he 
will  be  entitled  to  the  emblements ;  for,  although  the  divorce  is 
the  act  of  the  parties,  yet  the  sentence  which  dissolves  the  marriage 
is  the  judgment  of  the  law,  et  jvdicium  redditur  in  invitum, 
{OslancPs  oase^  5  Cokeys  JR,  116  a.  Vide  also  Mattock  v.  iSeanu,  9 
Vt.  li.  326.)  It  is  also  held  that,  at  common  law,  the  lease  bj  a 
husband  of  lands  which  he  holds  in  the  right  of  the  wife,  will 
operate  so  far  in  the  tenant's  favor  as  to  entitle  him  to  the  emble- 
ments. {Mooneyes  case,  2  Vem.  H.  322.  Gotdd  v,  Wekgter,  1 
Tyler's  [  Vf]  li.  409.) 

§  265.  There  remains  to  consider  another  very  important  interest 
which  the  husband  may  have  in  his  wife's  landed  estate,  known  as 
his  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  which  does  not  terminate  with  the 
death  of  the  wife,  but  is  extended  beyond  that  period. 

The  term  curteisy  was  probably  derived  from  the  husband's 
attendance  at  the  lord's  court,  or  curiis,  in  respect  of  the  wife's 
real  property.  Tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  England,  perhaps  origin- 
ally signified  nothing  more  than  tenants  by  the  courts  of  England, 
for,  in  Latin,  he  is  called  teiiens  per  legem,  AnglixB.  (  Vide  2  Bl 
Com,  126,  and  note  8.) 

According  to  Blackstone,  as  soon  as  any  child  was  bora,  the 
father  began  to  have  a  permanent  interest  in  the  lands ;  he  became 
one  of  the  pares  curtis^  did  homage  to  the  law,  and  was  called 
tenant  by  tlie  curtesy  initiate;  and,  this  estate,  being  once  vested 
in  him  by  the  birth  of  the  child,  was  not  suffered  to  deteriorate  bj 
the  subsequent  death,  or  coming  of  age,  of  the  infant.  (2  Bl 
Com.  127.) 

The  husband's  estate  by  the  curtesy  is  defined  by  Sir  Thomas 
Littleton,  in  his  famous  treatise  on  "  Tenures,"  to  be  an  interest 
for  life  in  the  lands  and  tenements  belonging  to  his  wife,  of  which 
she  was  seised,  in  fee  simple  or  fee  tail,  npon  her  having  issue,  bt 
her  born  alive,  that  may,  by  possibility,  inherit  the  estate  bj 
descent  from  her.  {LUt  on  Ten.  §§  35,  62.  1  BrigMs  Husband 
and  Wife,  116.) 

This  was  -the  definition  of  the  husband's  estate  by  the  curtesy, 
as  given  by  the  great  English  jurist  four  hundred  years  ago,  and 
the  same  rule  is  universally  recognized  at  the  present  day. 

§266.  This  estate  by  the  curtesy  has  been  supposed  to  have 
its  origin  within  the  realm  of  England,  but  it  appears  to  hare 
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obtained  in  the  ancient  province  of  Normandy,  and  was,  like- 
wise, used  among  the  ancient  Almaina  or  Germans.  (  Vide  2  BL 
dm.  126.) 

There  are  fonr  preliminary  events  requisite  to  the  completion  of 
this  title  by  the  curtesy:  first,  marriage;  second,  seisin;  third, 
issue ;  fburth,  death  of  the  wife.  The  marriage  must  be  canonical 
aud  legal,  or  one  that  is  valid  by  the  local  laws  of  the  state.  How- 
ever, if  the  marriage  be  voidable  only,  it  will  give  curtesy,  unless 
it  is  actually  avoided  during  the  life  of  the  wife.  It  cannot  be 
declared  void  after  the  death  of  the  wife  so  as  to  affect  curtesy. 
(1  Washburn  on  Real  Property,  129,  130.) 

The  seisin  of  the  wife  must  be  an  actual  seisin  or  possession  of 
the  lands,  not  a  bare  Vight  to  possess,  which  is  a  seisin  in  law,  but 
an  actual  possession,  which  is  a  seisin  in  deed.  Courts  of  equity, 
however,  allow  curtesy  of  trust,  and  of  other  interests,  which, 
although  mere  rights  in  law,  are  deemed  estates  in  equity.  Entiy 
is  not  always  necessary  to  an  actual  seisin  or  seisin  in  deed,  for,  if 
the  land  be  in  lease  for  years,  curtesy  may  be  without  entry  or 
receipt  of  rent,  the.,  possession  of  the  lessee  being  the  possession 
of  the  husband  and  wife.  But  if  the  lands  were  not  let,  and  the 
wife  died  before  entry,  there  could  be  no  curtesy.  A  man  will 
not  be  entitled  to  tenancy  by  tlie  curtesy  of  a  reversion  or 
remainder  expectant  upon  an  estate  of  freehold,  but  upon  a  rever- 
sion, expectant  upon  an  estate,  for  years,  this  right  accrues,  for  the 
possession  of  the  tenant  for  years  constitutes  a  legal  seisin  of 
the  freehold  in  reversion.  (Vide  2  Bl.  Com.  127.  Watts  v.- 
Ban,  1  P.  Wms.  P.  108.  Oasiorne  v.  Scarfe,  1  Ath  P.  603. 
DeGray  v.  Pichardson,  3  ib,  469,  470.  GoodtiUe  v.  Newman, 
3  WiU.  P.  521.    Stoughtm  v.  Leigh,  1  TauTvt.  P.  410.) 

With  regard  to  the  third  event,  viz.,  issue,  it  is  an  ingredient 
essential  to  the  completion  of  this  title  that  the  issue  be  born  alive, 
of  which  its  crying  is  said  not  to  be  an  essential  proof,  for,  as  Lord 
Coke  observes,  " Perad venture  it  maybe  bom  dumb."  {Cohens 
Liu,  15  a.)  The  issue  must  also  be  of  the  human  species ;  for  if 
the  wife  be  delivered  of  a  monster,  this  is  no  issue  in  law.  {Paints 
case,  8  Coh^s  P.  34.)  But  if  the  issue  be  bom  deaf  and  dumb, 
or  be  an  idiot,  such  issue  is  lawful  to  make  the  husband  tenant 
by  the  curtesy.     (/&.) 

The  issae  must  be  bom  in  the  life-time  of  its  mother.  If  the 
mother  die  before  the  offspring  comes  into  life,  the  husband  cannot 
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be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,'  for  the  title  must  commence  with  the 
birth  of  the  issue,  and  be  perfected  by  the  death  of  the  wife.  Bnt 
if  the  wife  die  before  the  birth  of  the  child,  then  the  child  coald 
not  be  said  to  have  been  born  during  the  marriage,  nor  in  the  life- 
time of  the  wife,  and  therefore  the  husband  could  not  allege  in 
pleading,  as  he  ought,  tliat  he  had  issue  during  the  marriage. 
{Paints  case,  8  Cokeys  li.  84.) 

The  issue,  to  make  the  husband  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  must  ako 
be  such  as  is  capable  of  inheriting  the  wife's  estate ;  for  if  the 
lands  be  given  to  a  woman  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body,  she 
takes  a  husband  and  has  issue  a  daughter  only  and  dies,  he  will 
not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  because  the  daughter  by  no  prob- 
ability could  inherit  the  mother's  estate  in  the  land.  (Paints  case^ 
8  Coke's  R.  34.) 

It  is,  however,  immaterial  at  what  period  of  the  coverture  the 
issue  capable  of  inheriting  was  born,  whether  it.  be  before  or  after 
the  descent  of  the  lands  upon  the  mother,  or  whether  at  the  time 
of  such  descent  the  issue  be  living  or  dead.  As,  if  a  man  seised 
of  lands  in  fee  has  issue  a  daughter,  who  takes  a  husband  and  has 
issue,  the  father  dies,  the  husband  enters,  he  will  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy,  notwithstanding  the  issue  was  had  before  the  wife  was 
seised,  and  even  if  the  issue  should  die  in  the  life-time  of  the 
wife's  father,  before  any  descent  of  the  land,  still  the  husband 
would  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Pain's  oasSy  8  Coke's  R,  31 
And  vide  Clancy's  Ifushand  a/fid  Wi/^,  183, 184.) 

If  the  wife  become  seised  of  lands  during  the  coverture,  and 
then  be  disseised,  and  then  have  issue,  the  husbajid  will  be  tenant 
by  the  curtesy  of  tliose  lands,  and  on  his  wife's  death  may  enter  as 
such ;  and  during  her  life  he  is  called  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate; 
and  the  same  is  the  rule  if  the  wife  become  seised  after  issue, 
tliough  the  issue  die  before  her  seisin.  {Jackson  v.  Johnson^  5  Cou!» 
B.  74.) 

§  267.  With  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  estate  by  the  curtesj, 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  a  case  decided  in  1785,  said :  ^'  Tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  existed  before  the  statute  de  donis,  and  the  definition  of  it 
is,  that  the  wife  must  be  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  which  by 
X>ossibility  her  issue  by  the  husband  may  inherit,  and  there  must  be 
issue  born.  Estates  at  that  time  were  of  two  sorts,  conditional 
or  absolute ;  and  curtesy  applied  to  both  equally.  I  cannot  agree 
with  the  argument,  that  on  nerformance  of  the  condition  by  birth 
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of  a  child  the  estate  became  absohite ;  it  was  so  by  a  subtiltj  in 
odium  of  perpetuity,  and  for  tlie  special  purpose  of  alienation,  but 
for  no  other.  It  otherwise  reverted  to  the  donor  on  faiUire  of  the 
issue  according  to  the  original  restriction.  At  Common  law  the 
only  modification  of  estates  was  by  condition.  The  statute  of 
uses  introduced  a  gi'eater  latitude  of  qualification,  but  tliere  arose 
a  great  dread  of  letting  in  perpetuities  by  means  of  the  extensive 
operation  of  that  statute,  and,  in  the  time  of  Elizabeth  and  James, 
many  cases  were  decided  with  a  view  to  f)revent  that  eflfect ;  with 
this  view  it  was  allowed  to  her  contingent  remainders  before  the 
person  who  was  to  take  came  into  esae  ;  others  were  held  to  be  too 
remote  in  their  creation.  The  cases  proceeded  in  that  view  too  far, 
and  estates  were  too  much  loosened  and  it  became  necessary  to 
restrain  them  again ;  and  in  the  time  of  troubles,  eminent  lawyer, 
who  were  then  eminent  chamber  counsel,  devised  methods  which 
on  their  return  to  Westminster  Hall  they  put  in  practice,  such  as 
interposing  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders.  It  is  not 
of  long  date  that  the  rules  now  in  use  have  been  established.  I 
remember  the  introduction  of  the  rule  which  prescribes  the  time 
in  wliich  executory  devises  must  take  effect  to  be  a  life  or  lives  in 
being,  and  twenty-one  years  afterward.  It  is  contended  that  this  is 
a  conditional  limitation.  It  is  not  so,  but  a  contingent  limitation ; 
all  the  cases  cited  go  upon  the  distinction  of  theii:  being  conditions 
and  not  limitations.  During  the  life  of  the  wife  she  continued 
seised  of  a  fee  simple  to  wliich  her  issue  might  by  possibility 
inherit."  The  judgment  was  that  the  husband  of  the  deceased 
cestui  que  trusty  was  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Buck- 
xtortk  V.  TliirkeU,  3  JBos.  tfe  Pul  R.  652,  note  a,) 

§  268.  In  this  case  of  Buohworth  v.  ThirkeU^  the  subject  of 
curtesy  in  estates  determinable  under  conditional  limitations  or  by 
executory  devise,  underwent  a  very  full  and  elaborate  discussion, 
and  the  case  is  regarded  as  a  leading  one  upon  the  questions 
involved ;  and  it  has  been  well  said  that,  "  few  cases  in  modem 
practice  have  provoked  so  much  discussion,  or  been  the  subject  of 
so  much  animadversion."  (1  Scribner  on  Dower^  292).  Lord 
Alvanley,  in  1804,  remarked  that,  '^it  occasioned  some  noise  in 
the  profession  at  the  time  it  was  decided."  {Doe  v.  HtUton^  3  Bos. 
ib  PuL  li,  653.)  The  facts  of  the  case  were  these :  An  estate  was 
devised  to  trustees  in  trust  for  Mary  Barrs,  till  she  attained  twenty- 
unc,  dr  married,  and  then  to  the  use  of  her  and  her  heirs,  with  a 
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devise  over  in  case  she  died  under  the  age  of  tvrenty-one,  and  with- 
out leaving  issue.  The  events  were,  that  she  married,  and  had  a 
child ;  the  child  died,  and  then  the  mother  died  under  twenty-one; 
and  the  question  was,  whether  the  husband  was  entitled  to  be 
tenant  under  the  curtesy,  which  entirely  depended  upon  whether 
she  had  such  an  estate  as,  by  possibility,  her  issue  might  inherit. 
The  case  was  twice  argued,  and  the  court  held  that  the  husband 
w^as  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  therefore  deciding 
that  the  determination  of  an  estate  by  operation  of  an  executory 
devise  does  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  husband  to  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy. 

§  269.  Mr.  Butler,  the  learned  annotator  of  Coke  on  Littleton, 
most  decidedly  disapproves  of  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Mansfield  as 
laid  down  in  Buckworth  v.  ThirkeU^  saying :  "  As  to  estates  in 
fee  simple,  conditional  at  common  law,  and  estates  tail  under  the 
statute  de  donis^  the  wife  was  entitled  to  her  dower,  and  the  hus- 
band to  his  curtesy  out  of  them,  after  the  failure  of  the  issues  in 
tail.  But,  it  may  be  observed,  that  though  it  is  now  difficult  to 
avoid  considering  estates  in  fee  simple  conditional,  in  any  other 
light  than  as  estates  originally  granted  to  the  donee,  and  to  the 
heirs  general,  or  to  some  particular  heirs  of  his  body ;  and  the  estate 
of  the  donor,  as  that  of  a  reversion  expectant  on  the  failure  of  those 
heirs ;  yet  this  restriction  to  particular  heirs,  and  exclusion  of 
others,  is  understood  to  be  produced,  not  by  any  limitation  of  per- 
sons introduced  into  the  grant,  but  by  a  condition  supposed  to  be 
annexed  to  it,  that  if  there  were  no  such  heirs,  or,  being  such,  if 
they  afterward  failed,  and  the  donee  di^  not  alien  the  estate,  it 
should  be  Kwful  for  the  donor  and  his  heirs  to  enter.  This  entry, 
therefore,  was  not  an  entry  upon  the  natur€il  expiration  of  a  prt- 
vious  estate,  but  for  a  condition  broken ;  in  which  case,  as  in  all 
others  where  entry  is  made  for  breach  of  a  condition,  the  right  of 
the  wife  to  her  dower,  and  the  husband  to  his  curtesy,  if  the  gen- 
eral rule  were  adhered  to,  would  be  defeated." 

In  his  notice  of  the  case  of  Buckworth  v.  Thirkelly  Mr.  Butler, 
says:  "By  a  manuscript  report  of  the  case,  the  ground  upon 
which  the  court  appear  to  have  formed  their  opinion  on  it,  is  an 
analogy  they  supposed  it  to  bear  to  the  cases  of  estates  in  fee 
simple  conditional,  and  estates  tail ;  in  both  of  which  dower  and 
curtesy  continue  after  failure  of  the  issues ;  and  in  both  of  which 
the  wife  being  seised  of  a  fee,  to  which  the  issue  might,  by  possi- 
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bility,  inlierit,  entitles  the  linsband  to  cnrtesy.  Some  observations 
Lave  been  oifered  above,  to  show  that  the  continuation  of  dower 
and  curtesy  in  the  cases  of  estates  in  fee  simple  conditional  was  an 
exception  to  a  general  rule  (dower  and  curtesy,  in  all  other  cases 
of  conditions  being  defeated  by  the  entry  for  the  condition  broken), 
and  that  the  same  reasoning  may  be  applied  to  the  continuation 
of  dower  and  curtesy  out  of  an  estate  tail,  after  the  failure  of  issue. 
It  may  therefore  seem  singular  that  the  court,  on  this  occasion, 
should  prefer  reasoning  by  way  of  analogy  from  the  only  admitted 
exception  to  the  rule,  to  reasoning  by  analogy  from  the  general 
rule  itself.  It  is  the  more  singular,  as  the  general  case  of  estates 
on  condition  approached  nearer  to  the  case  then  under  the  consid- 
eration of  the  court  than  the  particular  case  of  estates  in  fee  simple 
conditional,  or  estates  tail ;  for  the  distinguishing  feature  of  the 
devise  which  gave  rise  to  the  case  before  the  court  (as  of  all  devises 
of  that  description)  is,  that,  after  the  whole  fee  is  tirst  devised,  it  is 
made  defeasible  by  a  subsequent  clause.  Now,  neither  an  estate  in 
fee  simple  conditional,  nor  an  estate  tail,  has  any  such  defeasible 
quality  or  incident  annexed  to  it,  but  this  quality  forms  the  very 
essence  of  all  other  estates  upon  condition,  with  respect  to  the 
application  of  the  maxim  that  when  the  issue  may,  by  possibility, 
inherit,  the  husband  shall  have  his  curtesy,  and  so  vice  verm  of 
dower ;  in  every  place  in  the  books  where  that  is  mentioned,  it  is 
to  introduce  an  inquiry  whether  the  wife,  being  in  the  actual 
seisin  of  an  estate,  was  in  fact  seised  of  an  estate,  the  quality  of 
which  was  such,  that  the  issue  of  the  husband  might  inherit  it,  but 
never  with  a  view  to  show  that  the  quantity  of  the  estate  was  such 
that  it  might  endure  so  long  as  to  be  inheritable  by  the  issue.  On 
the  contrary,  when  the  wife's  estate  is  evicted  by  title  paramount, 
or  by  an  entry  for  the  breach  of  a  condition,  in  both  cases  the  issue 
might  have  inherited ;  but  the  husband  would  be  entitled  to  his 
curtesy  in  neither,  after  the  eviction  or  entry.  Another  difference 
between  the  case  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple  made  defeasible  by  a 
subsequent  executory  limitation  or  devise,  and  that  of  an  estate  in 
fee  simple  conditional,  or  an  estate  tail,  is,  that  an  estate  in  fee 
simple,  made  defeasible  by  an  executory  limitation  or  devise^  can- 
not, by  any  means  whatever,  be  discharged  by  the  first  taker  or 
devisee,  from  the  operation  of  the  subsequent  limitation  or  devise, 
but  an  estate  in  fee  simple  conditional  may,  immediately  after  the 
birth  of  a  child,  and  an  estate  tail  immediately  after  marriage^  be 
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destroyed,  and  a  fee  simple  absolute  acquired,  by  the  bnsband  and 
wife  joining  in  a  fine  or  common  recovery.  The  case  is  the  6ame 
yith  respect  to  the  wife's  right  of  dower.  Besides,  the  quality  we 
are  speaking  of  is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  entitle  the  husband  to 
curtesy  or  the  wife  to  dower ;  it  is  only  one  of  many  incidents 
which  the  estate  ought  to  have  to  give  that  title."  {ButUr  on  Co, 
Liit,  241  a,  note,) 

§  270.  Mr.  Park,  another  writer  of  distinguished  ability,  ako 
dissents  from  the  views  of  Lord  Mansfield  on  this  subject,  and  ia 
referring  to  his  opinion  in  Buckworth  V.  Thirkellj  observes:  "The 
latter  passage,  in  which  he  is  made  to  assign  a  reason  for  his  deci- 
sion, that  it  was  not  a  conditional  limitation,  is  not  easily  recon- 
cilable  with  l^e  case  ^ated.    The  original  limitation  to  Mary  Bans 
was  expressly  a  limitation  of  the  fee,  and  the  subsequent  estates 
being  limited  in  derogation  of  that  fee,  and  not  upon  the  determi- 
nation of  a  prior  particular  estate,  was  necessarily  a  conditional 
limitation.    If  it  was  not  so,  it  is  difficult  to  conjecture  what  Lord 
Mansfield  understood  by  a  conditional  limitation.    It  might,  per- 
haps, be  thought  that  his  lordship's  observations,  as  above  stated, 
merely  intended  to  take  the  distinction  between  a  limitation  and  a 
condition,  properly  so  called.    But  the  language  as  stated  in  the 
report  of  the  case  in  Collectanea  Juridica  is  still  more  irreconcilable 
with  any  correct  view  of  the  law,  in  application  to  the  facts  stated. 
It  is  as  follows :  ^  Now  it  is  contended  that  this  is  a  conditional 
limitation.    It  is  no  such  thing.     There  is  no  condition  in  it    It 
is  a  contingent  limitation.    If  it  is  a  limitation  it  does  not  defeat 
the  right  of  the  husband  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  though  the 
estate  is  spent.'    It  is  certainly  inconsistent  with  all  ideas  enter- 
tained in  modem  practice,  to  consider  an  estate  originally  limited 
in  fee  and  abridged  by  a  subsequent  limitation  even  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  a  particular  event,  in  any  such  light  as  that  implied  by 
the  observation  that  it  was  8pen;t  upon  the  happening  of  that  event 
Indeed  were  not  the  observations  of  Lord  Mansfield  found  ift  a 
case,  which,  as  reported,  was  indisputably  that  of  a  conditional 
limitation,  they  would,  without  doubt,  have  been  considered  as 
establishing  the  general  distinction,   as  to  dower  and  curtesy, 
between  estates  expiring  by  their  natural  and  regular  limitation, 
and  estates  abridged  or  defeated  by  some  collateral  term  annexed 
to  this  creation.    8o  far  as  the  language  of  the  judgment  is  to  be 
relied  on,  it  would  seem  to  proceed  upon  the  very  distinction  which 
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JBuckworth  Y.  TliirkeU  is  daily  cited  to  overturn."     {Park  on 
Dower,  177,  179.) 

§  271.  Some  other  leading  English  text  writers  agree  in  opinion 
with  Messrs.  Butler  and  Park  upon  the  subject,  while  several  dis- 
tinguished English  writers  upon  the  law  of  real  property,  as 
decidedly  support  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Mansfield. 

Mr.  Jarman,  in  his  excellent  treatise  on  wills,  which  is  recognized 
as  undoubtec]  authority,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country, 
remarks :  ^'  It  is  to  be  observed,  too,  that  an  immediate  estate  in 
fee,  defeasible  on  the  taking  eflfect  of  an  executory  limitation,  has 
all  the  incidents  of  an  actual  estate  in  fee  simple  in  possession, 
such  as  curtesy,  dower,  etc. ;  the  devisee  having  the  inheritance  in 
fee,  subject  only  to  a  possibility."  (1  Jarman  on  WiUa,  792.) 
Messrs.  Ilope#  and  Bisset  are  also  among  the  other  eminent 
writere  who  unhesitatingly  indorse  the  rule  laid  down  in  Buclc^ 
v3orth  Y.  ThirMl  (1  Boper  on  Husband  and  Wife,  38-43,  377. 
Bisset  on  Life  JE8tates,S2-S7.)  . 

§  272.  The  English  courts  have  also  generally  acquiesced  in,  or 
expressly  approved  of,  the  doctrine  oiBuckworth  v.  Thirkell.  Thus, 
in  a  case  decided  in  the  English  common  pleas,  in  1825,  Best,  Ch. 
J.,  said :  "  Lord  Alvanley  does  not  seem  to  approve  the  decision  of 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  Buckworth  v.  Thirkell ;  and  according  to  his 
lordsliip's  account  of  it,  the  case  made  a  noise  in  Westminster  HaU 
at  the  time  the  judgment  was  given.  Tlie  great  respect  I  feel  for 
Lord  Alvanley  and  the  bar,  is  such  as  to  make  me  pause  before  I 
make  up  my  mind  as  to  the  certificate  that  should  be  sent  to  the 
rfce-chancellor.  I  must,  however,  be  permitted  to  say,  that  after 
a  decision  of  the  court  of  king's  bench,  which  was  much  considered 
before  it  was  pronounced,  has  remained  unimpeached  for  more  than 
forty  years,  and  has  been  confirmed  by  the  case  of  Goodenough  v. 
GoodenougA,  we  ought  not  to  overturn  it  unless  it  establishes  a 
rale  productive  of  injustice  and  inconvenience.  Whatever  convey- 
ancers might  have  thought  of  the  case  when  it  was  fii'st  decided, 
they  have  since  considered  it  as  having  settled  the  law,  and  it 
would  be  productive  of  much  confusion  to  unsettle  it  again.' 
{Moody  V.  King,  9  Fng.  C.  L.  B.  475,  476.)  And  the  case  of 
Buckworth  v.  Thirkell,  was  the  authority  chiefly  relied  upon  for 
the  judgment  which  was  ordered  by  the  court. 

§  273.  Other  English  authorities  might  be  cited  in  which  the 
doctrine  that  the  determination  of  an  estate  by  operation  of  an 
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executory  dcviBO  does  not  defeat  the  right  of  the  husband  to  be 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  Lord 
MansiSeld  in  Buckwo7*th  v.  Thirkell,  which  has  been  considered  a 
leading  authority  upon  the  subject  ever  since  it  was  delivered.  So 
late  as  1856  the  rule  was  recognized  in  the  English  chancery,  and 
the  principle  applied  to  an  equitdble  determinable  estate.  The 
case  was  first  decided  by  the  vice-chancellor,  and  upon  appeal  to 
the  lord  chancellor  the  decree  of  the  vice-chancellor  was  affirmed. 
(Sfnith  V.  Spencer,  2  Jurist  [iV.  S.]  778,  6  De  GeXj  Macnaghien 
dk  Gordon's  R.  631.) 

The  opposition  to  this  doctrine  is  generally  based  upon  a  decision 
in  the  English  court  of  chancery  as  early  as  tlie  forepart  of  the 
eighteenth  century,  when  the  Earl  of  Macclesfield  was  lord 
chancellor  of  England,  wherein  it  was  held  that,  "  whenever  the 
estate  is  to  be  determined  by  express  limitation  or  condition  upon 
the  death  of  the  wife,  then  the  husband  shall  not  have  curtesy." 
{Boothby  V.  Vernon,  9  Mad.  R.  150.  Vide  oho  Samrnes  v.  Payne, 
1  Leon.  R.  168,  and  Sumjier  v.  Partridge^  2  Ath.  R.  47.)   . 

§  274.  With  respect  to  the  case  of  Buckworih  v.  Thirkell^  Mr. 
Bright  says :  "  It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  court  intended  to 
decide  generally  that  curtesy  should  exist  notwithstanding  the 
determination  of  the  estate  by  executory  devise,  or  whether  it 
turned  upon  the  particular  nature  of  the  limitation.  The  wife  was 
seised  in  fee,  subject  to  an  executory  devise  over,  in  the  event, 
which  happened,  of  her  dying  under  age,  and  without  having 
issue.  Hence,  if  she  had  left  children,  they  would  have  been 
entitled  by  descent ;  and  the  judgment  of  Lord  Mansfield  proceeded 
chiefly,  if  not  entirely,  upon  the  ground  that  the  case  for  this 
reason  came  within  the  definition  of  .curtesy,  that  the  wife  had  an 
estate  of  inheritance,  which  any  issue  she  might  have  had  by  the 
husband  would  have  inherited,  and  that  that  estate  continued 
during  her  life.  The  decision  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  in 
Moody  V.  King,  seems  to  have  been  founded  on  similar  reasons; 
and  the  case  of  Goodenough  v.  Goodenough  (if  it  involved  this 
question)  is  open  to  the  same  distinction.  These  cases,  therefore, 
supposing  their  authority  to  be  admitted,  cannot  be  considered  as 
deciding  any  thing,  except  when  the  death  of  the  husband  or  wife, 
without  leaving  issue,  is  the  event  upon  which  the  estate  is  deter- 
minable; still  less  do  they  apply  to  cases  where  the  limitation 
depends  upon  an  event  M'hich  happens  during  coverture.     To 
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enstain  the  argument  in  favor  of  dower  and  curtesy  in  such  cases, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  contend  that  after  the  estate  of  the  hus- 
band or  wife  had  ceased,  and  the  party  entitled  under  the  limitation 
over  had  entered,  the  former  estate  should  partially  revive  upon 
the  determination  of  the  coverture.  The  doubt  in  iJie  case  of 
jFlavill  V,  Vhitrice  did  not  go  to  this  extent,  the  event  not  having 
happened  till  after  the  husband's  death ;  and  thougli,  according  to 
one  of  the  reports  of  Samines  v.  Payne^  this  point  was  put  by  one 
of  the  judges,  yet  the  absence  of  the  passage  from  the  other  reports 
of  the  case,  and  the  other  discrepancies  between  them  which  Mr. 
Park  has  pointed  out,  show  that  very  little  reliance  can  be  placed 
on  the  authenticity  of  this  dictum. 

It  may  be  concluded  that  there  is  no  authority' for  the  con- 
tinuance of  dower  or  curtesy  after  the  determination  of  the  estate 
by  conditional  limitation  or  executory  devise,  except  when  it 
determines  by  the  death  of  the  husband  or  wife  without  leaving 
issue,  and  that  it  is  still  extremely  questionable  whether  the  excep- 
tion can  be  supported."  (2  Brighfs  Ilushand  and  Wife^  472.) 
It  is  proper  to  remark  that,  since  Mr.  Bright  came  out  with  his 
very  able  work  on  the  law  of  husband  and  wife,  several  authorities 
of  considerable  weight  have  been  reported  confirming  the  doctrine 
ho  impliedly  condemns.  It  may  also  be  suggested  that  while  his 
argument  is  plausible,  his  reasoning  does  not  necessarily  dispose  of 
the  cases  reviewed. 

§  275.  The  question  whether  the  right  to  curtesy  or  dower  con- 
tinues after  the  estate  of  the  wife  in  the  one  case,  or  of  the  husband 
in  the  other,  has  determined  by  limitation,  or  by  executory  devise, 
has  also  been  much  discussed  in  the  United  States,  and  the  result 
is  that  an  entirely  unanimous  opinion  has  not  been  reached. 

Chancellor  Kent  says  that  curtesy  applies  to  qualified  as  well  as 
to  absolute  estates  in  fee,  but  the  distinctions  on  this  point,  he  adds, 
are  quite  abstruse  and  subtle.  He  then  speaks  approvingly  of  the 
doctrine  of  Paine's  case  (8  CoTc^b  R.  34),  and  remarks :  "  So  when  an 
estate  was  devised  to  a  woman  in  fee,  with  a  devise  over,  in  case 
she  died  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  without  issue,  and  she  mar- 
ried, had  issue,  which  died,  and  then  she  died,  under  age,  by  which 
the  devise  over  took  effect;  still,  it  was  held  the  husband  was 
entitled  to  his  curtesy."  (4  Kenfa  Com,  32.)  Of  course  it  will  be 
discovered  that  the  chancellor  refers  to  the  case  of  Buckworth  v. 
Thirkell^  as  authority  for  this  last  proposition ;  though  in  another 
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place  he  avers  that  "the  ablest  writers  on  property  law,  are 
evidently  against*  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Buchjoorth  v.  Thir- 
Tcell}^'*  leaving  it  to  be  inferred  that  he,  himself,  is  opposed  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  case.     (4  Kents  Com.  50.) 

Mr.  Hilliard,  another  standard  author  upon  real  property,  says : 
"  Devise  to  a  woman  in  fee,  with  a  devise  over,  if  she  die  under  age, 
without  issue.  The  woman  marries,  has  issue  which  dies,  and  dies 
herself  under  age.  This  is  a  contingent  limitation,  not  a  condi- 
tional limitation,  and  the  husband  shall  have  curtesy."  (1  Hilliard 
on  Meal  Prop,  114,  §  23.)  It  will  be  here  observed,  that  the 
learned  writer  recjognizcs  the  authority  of  Buckwortk  v.  Tlnrlcell^ 
but  adopts  a  distinction  which  militates  against  the  doctrine  of 
the  case.  But  again  the  writer  says :  "  With  regard  to  curtesy,  as 
well  as  dower,  if  the  primitive  estate  terminates  by  force  of  a  <wi- 
dii»/>n  instead  of  a  limitation,  the  derivative  interest  is  also 
defeated."  {Ih.  §  24.)  Mr.  Washburn,  late  one  of  the  judges  of 
the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  and  a  writer  of  great 
eminence  in  this  country,  admits  that  questions  of  great  subtlety 
and  difficulty  have  arisen  in  respect  to  determining  estates, 
whether,  upon  their  determining,  the  husband's  right  of  curtesy  is 
defeated  or  not ;  but  laj^s  down  the  rule,  that  if  a  feme-^o^veri 
is  seised  of  a  fee  simple,  and  there  is  an  executory  devise  over,  and 
the  estate  is  defeated  by  the  happening  of  the  event  on  winch  the 
executory  devise  depends,  the  hu>band  would  nex'ertheless  be 
entitled  to  curtesy  in  the  same."  (2  Washb.  on  Real  Prop.  374.) 
"  So,"  he  says  alsQ,  "  when  the  devise  was  to  a  daughter  and  her 
heirs,  and  if  she  died  without  issue,  the  whole  estate  was  to  be  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  paid  to  her  brothers  and  sisters,  and  she  married 
and  had  a  child,  which  died,  and  then  she  died  without  issue,  her 
husband  had  curtesy."  (1  Washb.  on  Peal  Prop.  131,  referring  to 
Buchanan  v.  Sheffer^  2  Yeaie^  {Penn^  R.  374.  Hay  v.  Moyer^  8 
Watt's  [Penn.]  R.  202.  Taliaferro  v.  Burwell,  4  Cairs  [  Va.]  R. 
321.)  It  will  be  seen  that  this  is  the  same  principle  which  is  laid 
down  in  Buchjoorth  v.  Thirkdl^  which  Mr.  Washburn  evidently 
approves. 

§  276.  It  may  be  averred  also,  that  the  American  cases  are  rath^ 
in  harmony  with  this  doctrine,  although  they  are  by  no  means 
uniform  upon  the  subject. 

In  a  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania,  decided  as  late 
as  1860,  it  was  held  that  curtesy  attaches  to  an  estate  in  fee,  subject 
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to  a  conditional  limitation,  though  the  grantor  intended  otherwise ; 
and  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Lowry,  Ch.  J.,  said  :  "  The 
case  of  Bttchanan  v.  Sheffer  (2  Yeates,  374)  decides  this  on  the 
authority  of  Buchworih  v.  TJwrkdl^  though  possibly  the  case  might 
have  been  decided  in  the  same  way  on  other  grounds.  The  princi- 
ple of  this  latter  case  has  been  very  ably  attacked  and  defended  in 
the  arguments  here,  and  we  shall  not  repeat  the  discussion.  In  favor 
of  the  principle  we  have  Kent  (4  Com,  472, 8th  ed^  Roper  (1  IIu^- 
land  atid  Wife^  38-43),  and  Preston  (3  Abst.  of  Title,  372-384). 
And  against  lit  we  have  Butler  {note  170  to  Coke  on  Litt,  241  d) 
and' Park  {Bower,  167-191).  Eoper  on  one  side,  and  Park  on  the 
other,  go  very  fully  into  the  discussion  of  the  authorities  and 
the  principle.  Its  supporters  go  on  the  substance  of  the  principal 
estate,  and  its  assailants  on  the  form  of  its  creation ;  and,  owing  to 
the  innumerable  variety  of  the  forms  of  expression  in  which  the 
aame  substantial  estate  may  be  created,  we  think  it  much  more 
certain  to  attack  the  incidents  to  its  substance  than  to  the  form  of 
its  creation.  On  a  subject  that  involves  so  many  difficult  questions, 
we  confine  oureelves  carefully  to  the  case  before  us,  and  say  that 
curtesy  attaches  to  an  estate  in  fee,  that  is  subject  to  a  condi- 
tional limitation  on  the  failure  of  issue."  {Tliomton^s  Exeoxjiiors  v. 
Knapf%  Executors,  37  Penn,  It.  391.) 

§  277.  The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  BucTcworth  y.  Thirkell  was 
also  distinctly  recognized  in  a  much  earlier  case  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  although  the  question  was  considered  upon  an 
application  for  dower.  Chief  Justice  Gibson,  in  speaking  for  the 
court,  said :  "I  have  a  deferential  respect  for  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Butler,  who  was,  perhaps,  the  best  conveyancer  of  his  day,  but 
I  cannot  apprehend  the  reasons  of  his  distinction  in  the  note  to 
Co.  Liu.  241  a,  between  a  fee  limited  to  continue  to  a  particular 
period  at  its  creation,  which  curtesy  or  dower  may  survive,  and 
the  devise  of  a  fee  simple  or  a  fee  tail,  absolute  or  conditional, 
which,  by  subsequent  words,  is  made  determinable  upon  some 
particular  event,  at  the  happening  of  which  dower  or  curtesy  will 
cease."  Again :  "  How  to  reconcile  to  any  system  of  reason, 
technical  or  natural,  the  existence  of  a  derivative  estate  after  the 
extinction  of  that  from  which  it  was  derived,  was  for  him  to  show, 
and  he  has  not  done  it.  The  case  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  says  Mr. 
Preston,  *  is  an  exception  arising  from  an  equitable  construction  of 
the  statute  de  donia ;  and  the  cases  of  dower  of  estates  determined 

52 


410  LAW  OF  COVERTURE. 

by  executory  device  and  springing  use  owe  their  existence  to  the 
circumstance  that  these  limitations  are  not  favored  by  common 
law  principles.'  The  mounting  of  a  fee  upon  a  fee  by  executory 
devise  is  a  proof  of  that."  And  again :  "  Before  the  statute  of 
wills  there  was  no  executory  devise,  and  before  the  statute  of  uses 
there  were  no  springing  uses ;"  and  adds :  "  It  was  to  the  benign 
temper  of  the  judges  who  molded  the  limitations  of  the  estates 
introduced  by  them,  whether  original  or  derivative,  so  as  to  relax 
the  severer  principles  of  the  common  law,  and,  among  other  things, 
to  preserve  curtesy  and  dower  from  being  barred  by  a  deter- 
mination of  the  original  estate,  which  could  not  be  prevented." 
{Evans  v.  Evaiia^  9  Penn,  R.  190.)  The  law  of  the  case  as  settled 
by  the  court  is,  that  a  widow  is  dowable  of  a  fee  simple,  deter- 
minable by  executory  devise  on  her  husband  dying  without  issue 
living  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

§  278.  A  case  similar  to  Evans  v.  Evans  has  been  decided  by 
the  court  of  appeals  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  and  judgment 
given  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  Buckioorth  v.  Thirkell. 
Judge  Marshall,  in  his  opinion,  says :  "  As  curtesy  and  dower  are 
almost  identical  in  respect  to  the  estate  out  of  which  they  may 
arise,  tlie  case  just  cited  {Buchmorih  v.  ThirkeU)  might  be  regarded 
as  suiiiciently  in  point  to  form  a  precedent  for  the  one  before  us." 
{N'aHhcoit  v.  Whipp,  12  jff.  Mon.  B.  65,  75.) 

The  case  of  Buchanan  v.  Sheffer^  referred  to  by  Washburn,  was 
this :  a  man  devised  the  whole  of  his  estate  to  his  daughter,  ^'  to 
her,  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever ;"  but  if  she  should  die  without 
issue,  his  whole  estate  was  to  be  sold  by  his  executors,  and  the 
money  arising  therefrom,  after  his  widow's  decease,  to  be  equally 
divided  among  his  brothers'  and  sisters'  sons.  The  daughter 
married,  and  had  issue  that  died  during  her  life.  Her  husband 
was  held  entitled  to  her  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Btcchanan 
V.  Shefer,  2  Yeate's  B.  374.) 

§  279.  On  the  contrary,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  sitting  at  special  term,  has 
expressly  dissented  from  the  views  of  lord  Mansfield,  as  expressed 
in  Buckworth  v.  ThirkeU^  and  refused  to  adopt  the  doctrine  of 
that  case.  Brown,  J.,  referring  to  what  he  regarded  the  rights 
of  the  wife  in  the  case  he  was  considering,  said :  **  This  conclusion 
conflicts  with  Lord  Mansfield's  judgment  in  the  case  of  Bu<:ktroriA 
V.  ThirkeU  (3  Bos.  cfe  Pull.  652).    It  is  the  rule,  however,  given 
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by  Mr.  Cruise  in  Lis  treatise  on  the  law  of  real  property  {tit.  6, 
Dower ^  ch.  3,  §  33),  and  is  the  rule  maintained  by  Mr.  Park,  with 
singnlar  ability,  in  his  work  on  the  law  of  dower,  page  174,  to  be 
found  in  the  11th  volume  of  the  Law  Library."  (  WeUer  v.  WeUeVy 
28  Barb.  R.  588,  593.)  t 

But  the  doctrine  of  Buchworth  v.  ThirJcdl^  is  more  authoritatively 
disputed  in  a  case  at  general  term  of  the  same  court,  decided  in 
December,  1864.  The  case  was  this :  A  testatrix  devised  her  real 
estate  to  her  daughter,  and  if  such  daughter  "  should  never  have 
any  children,  or  a  child  living  at  her  decease,"  she  devised  the  same 
to  one  Hatfield,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  The  daughter  married  and 
had  one  child,  which  died  before  its  mother.  The  wife  made  her 
will,  devising  the  land  to  her  husband,  and  died.  The  court  held 
that  the  daughter  took  nothing  more  than  a  life  estate,  which  was 
turned  into  a  fee,  only  by  her  having  a  child  living  at  her  death ; 
and  that,  upon  her  death  without  issue  living,  Hatfield  took  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee.  And  it  was  further  held,  that  the  surviving 
husband  was  not  entitled  to  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  in  the  lands. 

J.  F.  Barnard,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 
"  The  wife  of  the  defendant  took  nothing  more  than  a  life  estate, 
and  the  plaintiff  takes  an  absolute  fee  on  her  death.  Notwith- 
stand^gthis  result,  is  the  defendant  entitled  to  a  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  in  the  lands,  and  was  there  seisin  of  the  wife  of  an  estate 
of  inheritance  ?  It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  Buchworth 
v.  ThirkeU  (3  Boa.  <&  Ptd.  652,  n)  is  an  authority  in  his  favor  on 
this  point.  I  do  not  think  the  cases  quite  similar.  In  that  case 
the  wife  had  an  estate,  but*  it  was  only  liable  to  be  defeated  in 
case  she  died  before  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  She 
died  before  that  age,  and  the  husband  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  a 
tenancy  by  the  curtesy.  Here,  from  the  will  taken  together,  she 
takes  at  no  time  but  a  life  estate,  which  is  to  be  turned  into  a  fee 
only  by  her  having  a  child  living  at  her  death.  This  condition 
has  never  happened,  and  at  no  time  has  she  had  an  estate  of  inher- 
itance to  be  defeated  by  the  happening  of  a  subsequent  condition, 
as  in  the  case  of  Buckworth  v.  ThirkeU.  Besides,  the  case  of 
WeUer  v.  Welter  (28  Barb.  589)  conflicts  with  that  case.  It  is 
there  decided  that  when  the  estate  of  the  husband  is  determined 
by  the  happening  of  an  event  which  defeats  its  further  continuance 
the  estate  in  dower  must  be  determined  with  it.  This  seems  much 
more  reasonable  and  just.      The  husband  takes  his  estate  of 
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tenancy  by  the  curtesy  throngh  the  wife,  and  when  her  right  is 
determined  his  should  also  be  determined.  There  is  no  estate 
from  which  his  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  can  attach."  {Hatfield  y. 
Sned'Cn^  42  Barb.  R.  616,  622.) 

^280.  It  will  be  observed,  therefore,  that  the  question  whether 
the  right  to  curtesy  continues  after  the  estate  of  the  wife  has  deter- 
mined by  limitation,  or  by  an  executory  devise,  is  embarrassed  by 
conflicting  authorities  in  this  country,  as  well  as  in  England.  It 
would  seem,  however,  that  the  adjudged  cases  are  more  in  harmony 
with  the  affirmative  of  the  proposition  than  otherwise.  The  doc- 
trine that  the  right  to  curtesy  does  continue  after  such  determina- 
tion of  the  wife's  estate,  is  expressly  recognized  in  the  states  of 
Pennsylvania,  Kentucky  and  South  Carolina ;  and  it  is  probably 
the  prevailing  doctrine  of  the  cases  in  other  states ;  while  the 
contrary  doctrine  is  rather  in  accordance  witli  the  spirit  of  the 
authorities  in  New  York,  though  the  question  docs  not  seem  to  have 
ever  undergone  a  very  full  or  elaborate  discussion  before  the  courts 
of  that  state. 

It  may  be  tlionght  that  this  branch  of  the  subject  of  tenancy  by 
the  curtesy  is  so  replete  with  perplexing  refinements,  and  so 
involved  in  mystery  and  technical  subtleties,  as  to  render  the  con- 
sideration of  it  of  no  practical  use,  and  that,  therefore,  too^much 
space  has  been  devoted  to  it  in  this  place.  But  while  it  may  be 
admitted  that  the  system  of  estates  at  the  common  law  is  a  com- 
plicated and  an  artificial  one,  still  it  may  be  averred  that  it  is  a 
system  complete  in  all  its  parts,  and  is  consistent  with  technical 
reason,  and  may  be  fully  comprehended  by  the  logical  and  philo- 
sophical mind. 

§  281.  There  are  some  other  circumstances  and  principles 
involved  in  this  question  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  which  remain 
to  be  examined,  and  more  clearly  brought  out. 

It  has  been  stated  tliat  in  the  case  of  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
it  is  well  settled  that  the  child  must  be  bom  alive  in  the  life-time  of 
the  mother,  to  entitle  the  father  to  the  estate.  If,  therefore,  the 
mother  dies,  and  the  child  is  afterward  delivered  by  the  csesarcan 
operation,  it  is  not  considered  as  existing  before  its  birth,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  husband  to  curtesy.  {MarseUis  v.  Thalkimer^  2  PaigeU 
Ch.  a.  35,  42.)  The  reason  assigned  in  this  case,  why  the  husband 
is  not  entitled  to  curtesy,  viz. :  that  the  child  is  not  considered  to 
be  in  cxistenoe  before  its  birth,  is  hardly  satisfactory,  in  view  of  the 
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well  known  role,  tiiat  a  child  in  ventre  ea  mere  is  considered  in 
ee^y  not  only  for  its  own  benefit,  but  for  other  pui^oses.  Lord 
Coke's  statement  is  more  consistent  with  other  established  rules  in 
similar  cases.  He  says  that "  if,  by  the  death  of  the  wife  in  childbed, 
it  is  necessary  to  resort  to  the  qsBsarean  operation,  the  birthtof 
such  child  will  not  entitle  die  husband  to  curtesy ;  because  the  issue 
was  not  born  during  the  coverture,  or  the  wife's  life,  and  the  land 
descended  in  the  mean  time,  and  the  estate  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
onght  to  take  away  the  immediate  descent ;  and  in  pleading,  it  is 
necessary  for  him  to  allege  that  he  had  issue  during  the  marriage, 
vhich  in  this  case  he  cannot  do."  {Paints  case^  8  Cokeys  R.  69.  Co. 
ZdU,  29  i.)  It  seems  not  to  be  enoughthat  there  bo  inheritable 
issue,  but  the  chUd  must  bo  horn  alive  in  the  life-time  of  the  mother. 
The  child  may  be  in  being  in  the  life-time  of  the  mother,  and  yet 
not  be  bom  during  her  life. 

§  282.  The  doctrine  that  the  wife  must  have  seisin  in  fact  applies 
only  in  cases  where  her  title  is  incomplete  before  entry,  as  when 
she  takes  as  heir  or  devisee,  and  not  when  she  takes  by  a  con- 
veyance which  passes  the  legal  title  and  seisin  of  the  land.  (Adair 
T.  Zott,  3  MlTs  [iT.  y.]  R  182.)  Where  a  feme-coveH  is  the 
owner  of  wild  and  uncultivated  land,  she  is  considered  in  law  and 
in  fact  possessed,  so  as  to  enable  her  husband  to  become  a  tenant 
by  the  curtesy.  An  actual  entry,  or  pedis  possessiOy  by  the  wife  or 
husband  during  the  coverture,  is  not  requisite  to  the  completion  of 
a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy.  {Smoot  v.  LeeaM^  1  St&io,  R.  590.  Jack- 
M>n  V.  Sellicky  8  Johns.  R.  262.  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist^  15  ib.  89. 
Davis  V.  Mason^  1  Peter's  R.  503,  506.  Clay  v.  White^  1  Munf. 
R.  162.  Pierce  v.  Wannett,  10  IredeWs  R.  446.  Vide  also  Oreen 
V.  Liter,  8  Cramh's  R.  229.) 

If  land  is  in  lease  for  years,  curtesy  may  be  without  entry,  or 
even  receipt  of  rents,  the  possession  of  the  lessee  being  deemed 
the  possession  of  the  husband  and  wife.  In  fact,  it  is  sufficient 
seisin  if  the  wife  has  a  tenant  in  possession  who  holds  at  will,  or 
who  entered  under  a  contract  to  purchase  her  estate.  {Jackson 
V.  Johnson^  5  Cow.  R.  74.  Powell  v.  Gossomy  18  B.  Hon.  R.  179. 
Zowry  V.  Sted,  4  Ham.  R.  170.     8  CrancKs  R.  246.) 

The  seisin  of  one  tenant  in  common  is  the  seisin  of  the  others. 
Accordingly,  when  a  person,  in  right  of  his  wife,  became  a  partner 
with  others  in  the  ownership  of  a  cotton  factory  and  other  mills, 
and  in  the  management  of  the .  business  thereof,  and  received  a 
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proportionate  share  of  the  profits  from  the  time  his  wife  became 
interested  inr  the  property,  until  her  death ;  it  was  held  that  this 
was  a  sufficient  seisin  of  the  wife  to  consummate  the  estate  by  the 
curtesy  in  the  husband.  {Buckley  v.  BucJdeyy  11  Barb.  R,  43. 
De  Grey  v.  Richardeoriy  3  Atk,  i?.  469".) 

The  seisin  of  the  wife  is  sufficient  to  make  the  husband  tenant 
by  the  curtesy,  although  a  vendee  of  the  wife's  ancestor  be  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  land.  (  Vrooman  v.  SAep/ierdy  14  Barb.  R. 
441.) 

It  is  sufficient  to  give  the  husband  a  title  to  curtesy,  if  there  has 
been  a  seisin  for  .a  moment,  although  it  is  followed  by  an  imme- 
diate disseisin.     {Pa/rher  v.  Carter^  4  Uaris  R.  418.)  • 

§  283.  But  if  the  wife  is  not  ordinarily  seised  in  her  life-time  of 
an  estate  or  interest  in  possession,  there  is  no  estate  by  the  curtesy. 
(Pond  V.  Bergh,  10  Paige' b  Ch.  R.  140.  Orr  v.  UoUiday,  9  B. 
Mon.  R.  59.  Petty  v.  MaHer^  15  ih.  591.)  A  mere  nakedise  sm 
by  the  wife  as  trustee  will  not  suffice  to  make  the  husband  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,  though  she  has  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  reversion. 
Therefore,  when  a  woman  held  a  ground  rent  in  fee,  in  trust  for 
another  during  liis  life,  and  she  afterward  married  and  died,  and 
then  the  cestui  qiie  trust  died,  the  husband  was  held  not  to  be 
entitled  to  the  rent,  as  such  tenant.  (Chew  v.  Commiasianers  of 
Southwarky  5  Rawle^a  R.  160.)  Although  the  general  rule  of  law 
is  that  there  must  be  an  entry  during  coverture,  to  enable  the 
husband  to  claim  by  the  curtesy,  the  rule  was  never  inflexible.  It 
has  always  yielded  to  circumstances,  as  in  the  case  of  an  advowson 
or  rent,  or  where  an  entry  was  prevented  by  force.  In  like  man- 
ner, if  a  man  have  a  title  of  entry  into  lands,  but  does  not  enter 
for  fear  of  bodily  harm,  and  he  approach  as  near  the  land  as  he 
dare,  and  claim  the  land  as  his  owu^  he  has  presently,  by  such  a 
claim,  a  possession  and  seisin  in  the  land,  as  if  he  had  entered  in 
deed.  And  under  some  circumstances,  living  within  view  of  tlie 
land  will  give  the  feofiTee  a  seisin  in  deed  as  fully  as  if  he  had 
made  an  entry.    {Mercer  v.  Sdderiy  1  How.  U.  S.  R.  54.) 

In  tho  State  of  Connecticut,  it  has  been  held,  that  it  is  sufficient 
for  the  claim  of  curtesy  that  the  wife  had  title  to  the  land,  though 
she  was  not  actually  seised.  {Bush  v,  Bradley^  4  Day^s  R.  209. 
Kline  v.  Beebe.  6  Conn.  R.  494.)  And  in  some  of  the  states  it 
has  been  expressly  held  that  constructi/ve  seisin  is  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  husband's  daim  as. tenant  by  the  curtesy.    {Day\. 
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Cochran^  24  Miaa.  2i.  261.    Stephens  v.  JSemej  25  iJ.  349.    JfcT- 
H«  V.  Jff^rn^,  5  Ohio  St.  R.  307.) 

It  has  been  held  under  th^  statute  of  Massachusetts  of  1S45, 
chapter  208,  that  the  birth  of  living  children  after  the  conveyance 
bj  a  married  woman  of  land  held  by  her  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use,  will  entitle  her  husband,  after  her  death,  to  an  estate  by  the 
curtesy  in  the  land.  {Comer  v.  Chamherlainy  3  Am.  Law  Reg. 
[N.  S.]  317.    8.  a  6  Allen's  R,  166.) 

§  284.  An  estate  by  the  curtesy  cannot  attach  to  a  mere  remain- 
der ;  that  is  to  say,  a  husband  cannot  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of 
the  wife's  estate  in  reversion  or  remainder,  railess  the  particular 
estate  be  ended  during  coverture.  {Pierce  v.  Hakes^  23  Penn, 
B,  231.    Uitn&r  v.  Ege,  Ih.  305.) 

To  entitle  a  husband  to  an  estate  by  the  curtesy,  the  wife  must 
be  seised  in  fact  and  in  deed.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  wife  has 
a  seisin  in  law  of  an  estate  of  inheritance.*  Ilenee,  if  there  be  an 
outstanding  estate  for  life,  the  husband  cannot  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  of  the  wife's  estate  in  reversion  or  remainder,  unless 
the  particular  estate  be  ended  during  coverture.  There  can  be 
no  seisin  in  fact  of  a  vested  remainder  limited  on  a  prccedcDt 
freehold  estate. 

But  when  a  life  estate  and  the  immediate  reversion  meet  in  the 
same  person,  the  particular  estate  is  merged  in  the  greater  estate. 
And  if  the  two  estates  unite  in  a  feme-covertj  her  husband  is 
entitled  to  a  life  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Taylor  v.  Gouldy 
10  Barb.  R.  388.) 

§  285.  It  seems  that  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  is  not  in  all  cases 
conlined  to  the  lands  themselves,  possessed  by  the  wife  during 
coverture ;  but  in  somo  instances  the  husband  has  his  right  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  land,  when  it  was  sold  during  coverture.  This, 
however,  is  never  the  case  at  common  law,  but  depends  upon  the 
provisions  of  a  statute,  as  in  respect  to  the  sale  of  lands  belonging 
to  an  infant.  Thus,  when  the  real  estate  of  an  infant  feme-covert 
.was  sold  by  order  of  the  court  of  chancery,  under  the  act  author- 
izing the  sale  of  infants'  real  estate,  and  the  purchase-money 
secured  to  her,  or  for  her,  by  bonds  and  mortgages,  which  securities 
were  never  in  her  possession  or  in  that  of  her  husband  until  after 
her  death,  when  he  obtained  the  same  as  administrator  of  his  wife; 
it  was  held  that  by  the  sale  of  the  land  under  the  direction  of  the 
court  there  was  no  conversion  of  the  real  estate  into  personalty, 
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bat  that  the  proceeds  were  impressed  with  the  same  real  uses 
which  attached  to  the  real  estate  before  the  sale ;  and  that  such 
proceeds  descended^  as  the  real  estate  would  have  done,  to  the  heirs 
at  law  of  the  infant,  and  did  not  go  to  her  personal  representatives 
for  distribution  among  her  next  of  kin  and  others  entitled  thereto. 
It  is  not  decided  in  the  case  under  consideration  what  the  real 
interest  the  surviving  husband  had  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
his  infant  wife^s  real  estate ;  but  if  such  proceeds  descended  to  tlie 
heirs  at  law  of  the  wife  the  sanie  as  the  real  estate  would  have 
done,  the  conclusion  would  seem  to  be  inevitable  that  the  husband 
would  have  his  rights  as  tenant  by,  tlie  curtesy  in  the  proceeds,  pro- 
vided the  other  requisites  of  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  were  in  the 
case.  {Shumway  v.  Cooper^  16  Barb.  R,  556.)  It  is  a  well  settled 
rule  in  equity  that  lands  agreed  to  be  turned  into  money,  or  money 
into  lands,  are  considered  as  that  species  of  property  into  which 
they  were  agreed  to  be  xjon verted ;  and  "  the  authorities  show  that 
money  agreed  or  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land  becomes  land  so  * 
completely  as  to  acquire  all  the  property  of  land."  (1  Lead.  Cku, 
in  JSg.  598,  or  *541.)  And  perhaps,  as  an  incident  of  the  rule  of 
equitable  conversion,  the  husband  would  have  his  right  by  the 
curtesy  in  the  proceeds  of  his  wife's  land  in  the  case  stated. 

If  the  wife's  realty  be  sold  in  partition,  the  court  will  direct  one- 
third  of  the  proceeds  to  be  invested,  and  the  interest  to  be  paid  to 
the  husband  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  or  to  his  assigns. 
{Sehermerhoni  v.  Miller^  2  Coio.  It.  439.) 

§  286.  As  a  general  proposition,  in  order  that  the  rules. of  prop- 
erty may  be  uniform,  equitable  estates  are  governed  by  the  same 
rules  as  legal  estates.  An  equitable  estate,  therefore,  which  if 
legal  would  have  given  to  the  husband  a  title  to  curtesy,  will  have 
the  same  effect  in  equity.  ( Watts  v.  BaU^  1  P.  Wms.  R.  108.) 
In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  dower  and  curtesy  are  ihcident  to 
both  legal  and  equitable  estates.  {J)xiis  v.  Dicbsj  31  Perm.  R. 
149.) 

The  husband  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  curtesy  of  an  equity 
of  redemption.  Lord  Hardwicke  so  decided,  because  an  equity  of 
redemption  was  to  be  considered  an  estate  in  the  land,  was  trans- 
missible from  ancestor  to  heir,  might  be  granted,  entailed,  devised, 
or  mortgaged,  and  might  be  barred  by  a  common  recovery ;  also, 
because  the  person  entitled  to  equity  of  redemption  is  owner  of  the 
land,  and  therefore  in  equity  seised  of  the  estate ;  a  seisin  perfected 
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in  the  case  before  him  by  the  wife's  possession.    sCaahcme  v. 
Scarf e,  1  Atk.  R.  603.) , 

In  equity  the  rule  is  also,  that  what  is  agreed  to  be  done,  is 
considered  as  actually  completed.  In  accordance  with  this  rule, 
if  money  be  vested  in  trustees,  by  will,  or  otherwise,  in  trust,  to 
purchase  lands,  with  a  declaration  of  trusts  which  would  give  the 
wife  an  equitable  estate  tail,  although  the  money  be  not  converted 
into  real  property  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  yet  her  husband  will 
be  entitled  to  curtesy.  {Cunningham  v.  Moody \^  1  Ve9.  Sen.  R. 
174.  Sweetapple  v.  Bindon^  2  V^em.  R.  536.  Dodson  v.  Hay^  3 
Bro.  Ch.  Oa.  404.)  But  if  the  grant  or  devise  be  to  the  wiie  for 
her  separate  use,  and  it  manifestly  appears  from  the  conveyance 
or  will  tliat  it  was  the  intention  of  the  grantor,  or  devisor,  that  her 
husband  should  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  this  intention  will 
govern,  and  the  husband  will  not  be  entitled  to  curtesy.  (Burnet,  v. 
J)amSj  2  P.  Wms.  R,  316.)  Indeed,  the  husband  may  be  excluded 
firom  the  control  of  or  any  interest  in  his  wife's  property,  by  the 
conditions  of  the  will  or  conveyance  giving  or  granting  him  the 
property,  or  by  an  antenuptial  agreement.  {Hardy  v.  Van  Harlin" 
gen,  7  Ohio  Si.  R.  208.)  Where,  however,  the  intention  to  prevent 
curtesy  is  not  clear,  courts  of  equity  so  far  favor  the  husband's 
right,  that  if,  from  the  wife's  interest,  he  is  or  would  be  at  law 
entitled  to  curtesy,  they  will  not  disappoint  his  title.  {Steadman 
V.  Pulling,  3  Atk.  R.  423-427.) 

When  the  estate  is  limited  in  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife  for  her  life,  with  the  equitable  remainder  or  reveraion  in  fee 
to  her,  the  decisions  differ  with  respect  to  the  husband's  right  to  be 
tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Vids  Ilearle  v.  Greenbanh,  3  Atk.  R. 
696,  716.  Rolens  v.  DixweU,  1  ib.  607.  Pitt  v.  Jackeon,  2  Bro. 
C.  C.  51.  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  5  Madd.  R.  408.  FoUet  v.  Tyrer, 
14  Siin.  R;  125.)  It  has,  however,  been  held  in  the  State  of  Penn- 
sylvania, that  where  a  testator  devised  his  lands  in  trust  for  his 
daughter,  for  her  separate  use,  free  from  the  control  of  any  future 
husband,  without  any  power  to  alienate  or  to  anticipate  the  income^ 
her  husband  surviving  took  his  curtesy.  (  Wightman^e  appeal,  29 
Penn.  R.  280.) 

§  287.  There  are  many  incidents,  privileges  and  powers  belong- 
ing to  the  estate  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  there  are  also 
liabilities  incun*ed  by  the  husband  in  respect  of  the  right.  Thus, 
a  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  as  other  tenants  for  life,  is  entitled  to  the 

53 
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emblements,  and  may  dispoee  of  them  by  his  will,  or  if  he  makes 
no  such  disposition  they  will  belong  to  his  executor  or  administra- 
tor. So  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  entitled  to  the  interference  of  a 
court  of  equity  for  the  removal  of  a  satisfied  term  of  years,  which 
would  prejudice  his  title  in  a  court  of  law,  whether  such  term  be 
outstanding  or  assigned  to  attend  the  inheritance. 

An  estate  by  curtesy  is  considered  in  many  respects  as  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  estate  of  the  wife,  and  the  consequence  is  that  the 
husband  takes  it  after  the  wife's  death,  with  all  the  incumbrances 
which  would  affect  the  estate  inlier  possession  if  she  were  living. 
He  will  be  obliged  in  equity,  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the 
charges  upon  the  estate.  It  has  been  doubted  whether  a  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  is  punishable  for  waste  at  common  law,  but  his  liability 
to  make  satisfaction  for  waste  committed  stands  on  the  same  foot- 
ing as  other  tenants  for  life.  During  his  life  he  may  be  held  for 
damages  by  an  action  on  the  case,  and  the  value  of  the  timber  or 
other  property  acquired  by  the  waste  may  be  recovered  against 
him  in  an  action  of  trover,  or  by  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction 
and  account;  and  if  the  property  taken  off  has  been  sold,  an  action 
of  assumpsit  will  lie  for  the  money  produced  by  the  sale.  After 
his  death,  in  cases  of  equitable  waste  committed  by  him,  it  has 
been  decided  that  a  bill  in  equity  lies  against  his  executors  for  an 
account;  although  with  respect  to  permissive  waste  suffered  by 
him,  there  is  no  remedy  after  his  death. 

A  tenant  by  the  curtesy  may  grant  leases  for  the  property,  which 
will  continue  so  long  as  he  lives,  but  he  cannot  lawfully  dispose  of 
the  estate  for  a  longer  period  than  during  his  life.  In  a  word, 
whatever  a  mere  tenant  for  life  may  do,  either  as  to  passing  or 
changing  his  interest,  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  may  do.  ( Vids  1 
BrighPs  Hushcmd  andWife^  142-151,  wnd  authorities  there  cited,) 

It  is  proper  to  remark,  that  upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  hus- 
band is  at  once  in  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  without  having  to 
resort  to  any  preliminary  form  to  consummate  his  title  to  the  same. 
(1 .  WasIA.  on  Real  Prop.  142.) 

§  288.  The  interest  of  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  also  of  a 
tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  may  be  taken  in  execution  for  his 
debts,  and  it  may  be  set  off  by  appraisement,  or  the  rents  and 
profits  may  be  levied  upon  at  the  election  of  the  creditor.  (Roberts 
V.  Whiting^  16  Mass.  R.  186.  Burd  v.  Dansdale^  2  Binn.  R. 
80.    Mattock  v.  Steams^  9  Vt.  R.  326.)     But  it  seems  that  the 
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widaw  of  tlie  execution  creditor  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  such  au 
estate.    (Gillis  v.  Broum^  5  Cow,  /?.  388.) 

When  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  in  which  the  husband  has  a  life 
estate  as  tenant  bj  the  curtesy  initiate,  is  sold  under  a  decree  in 
partition,  the  creditors  of  the  husband  may  by  a  creditor's  bill, 
reach  his  interest  in  the  fund  prodnced  by  the  sale,  to  the  extent 
of  his  legal  interest  in  the  estate  sold.  {ElUwartlh  v.  Cook^  8 
raige's  Ch.  R.  643.) 

It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  in  a  case  not  reported,  that  the  bankrupt's  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  initiate,  passes  to  the  asssignee  in  bankruptcy,  under  . 
the  act  of  congress  passed  in  1841,  though  such  interest  be  not 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  of  property.  (  WiUiama  v.  Smithy  Gen, 
T,  March^  1856.)  Neither  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  nor  one  who 
claims  under  him  is  entitled,  under  the  Massachusetts  statute  of 
1807,  giving  relief  to  persons  who  make  improvements  upon  lands 
which  they  afterward  lose  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  their  title,  to 
an  allowance  for  the  increased  value  of  the  premises  by  virtue  of 
the  buildings  and  improvements  made  by  him.  {Momm/  v. 
Edwards,  15  Mass.  R.  291.) 

§  289.  To  enable  the  husband  to  acquire  an  interest  in  his 
wife's  land,  he  must  be  such  a  person  as  the  law  allows  to  hold 
and  enjoy  real  estate.  Thus,  an  alien  is  not  allowed  at  common 
law  to  hold  and  retain  land  for  his  own  benefit,  accordingly,  if  the 
husband  be  an  alien,  he  will  take  no  interest  in  his  wife^s  real 
estate,  unless  he  is  naturalized  or  made  a  denizen. 

It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  that  an  alien 
husband  cannot  hold  the  lands  of  his  deceased  wife  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,  although  he  had  made  his  preliminary  declaration  to 
become  a  citizen  before  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  completed  his 
naturalization  after  her  death  and  before  suit  brought  by  her  heirs, 
the  children  of  a  former  husband,  to  recover  the  premises  which  he 
claimed  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Fobs  v.  Onsp^  20  Pick.  B, 
121.)  The  rule,  however,  is  modified  by  the  statute  of  many  of 
the  states,  and  whether  the  husband  can  hold  his  wife's  lands  will 
depend  upon  the  question  as  to  his  ability  to  hold  any  land. 

Naturalization  removes  all  defects  and  disabilities  ai  initiOj  but 
denization  only  removes  them  from  the  date  of  the  instrument  of 
denization,  and  therefore  the  extent  of  the  husband's  rights  in  hla 
wife's  property  will  depend  upon  the  mode  in  which  his  disability 
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has  been  removed.  The  distinction,  however,  between  a  naturalized 
citizen  and  a  denizen,  which  prevails  in  English  law  has  no  appli- 
cation in  this  country.  By  our  law,  there  is  no  middle  class 
between  aliens  and  citizens,  except  that  in  some  of  the  states  an 
alien  wlio  has  <le[!lared  his  intention  to  become  a  citizen  is  entitled 
to  take  and  convey  lands,  the  Bame  as  a  citizen,  although  in  no 
other  respect  is  he  favored  beyond  an  alien  who  has  taken  no  steps 
toward  becoming  a  citizen. 

%  290.  There  are  various  ways  by  which  the  hnaband's  right  of 
tenancy  by  the  curtesy  may  be  defeated  or  barred.  Thus,  if  the 
wife'fi  seisin  be  defeasible  by  a  condition  annexed  to  the  grant,  and 
the  condition  be  broken,  and  the  donor  enters,  the  husband's  right  to 
curtesy  will  bo  defeated,  because  the  donor  reeumee  hie  original 
and  former  estate,  by  which  resumption  the  seisin  of  the  wife  is 
the  same  as  if  it  never  existed,  it  being  the  donor's  re-entry  aJ 
origine,  with  all  the  rights,  charges  and  incumbrances  attaching  to 
it  before  the  condition  was  broken. 

The  recovery  of  the  wife's  estate  in  an  action  against  the  hnsband 
and  wife  will  defeat  the  husband's  title  to  curtesy,  in  consequence 
of  the  eviction  of  her  seisin  and  possession.  But  if  the  recovery 
be  afterward  reversed,  the  husband  will  be  entitled  to  «urteey. 

There  were  many  cases  under  the  old  practice  of  lines  ani^ 
recoveries,  where  curtesy  was  defeated  or  barred,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  refer  to,  because  fines  and  recoveries  have  been 
abolished  in  England,  and  the  practice  is  nearly  or  quite  unknown 
in  the  United  States  at  the  present  day.  ( Vide  1  Brighfa  Hva- 
iand  and  Wife,  152, 165,  and  authoritiea  tfure  cited.) 

A  conveyance  in  fee  by  a  tenant  by  the  ciu-tesy,  though  by 
indenture  duly  lecorded,  and  witli  a  covenant  of  special  warranty, 
is  not  a  fort'citare  of  the  estate.  {McKee  v.  Pfont,  3  Doll,  R. 
4SG.  Jackson-  V.  Manciui,  2  Wend.  R.  857.)  Neither  is  the 
abandonment  of  an  undivided  portion  of  land  by  the  tenant  of 
the  curtesy  for  more  than  forty  years,  leaving  it  in  the  possession 
of  another  tenant  in  common,  whose  occupancy  was  not  an  ouster, 
a  forfeitnre  of  tlie  estate.  ( Witham  v.  Perkins,  2  GnenL  R.  400.) 
Nor  will  any  forfeiture  of  her  estate  by  the  wife  defeat  the  hus- 
band's right  by  the  curtesy.  {Smoot  v.  Zecatt,  1  ^ew.  R.  590. 
4  Kenfa  Com.  3i.) 

TliB  husband  docs  not  forfeit  his  estate  by  the  curtesy  by  his 
adultery.     {Sidney  v.  Sidney,  S  P.Wma.  R.  269-276.) 
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Whether  an  absolute  divorce  will  destroy  the  right  of  curtesy^ 
depends  upon  the  statutes  of  the  States,  and  there  is  a  yariety  in 
the  laws  upon  the  subject.  If  the  cause  of  the  divorce  arise  before 
marriage,  the  right  to  curtesy,  as  well  as  to  other  rights  growing 
out  of  the  marriage,  is  gone;  but  if  for  causes  subsequent  to 
marriage^  the  rule  is  not  absolutely  stable  and  uniform.  (  Vide  4 
Keni'9  Com.  84,  noU  6.) 

In  the  States  of  Vermont  and  Connecticut,  it  has  been  expressly 
held  that  a  divorce,  a  vinoido  terminates  the  husband's  right  to 
curtesy.  {Mattocks  v.  Steams^  9  Vt  JR.  826.  •  Wheeler  v.  Hotchkiea^ 
10  Conn.  R.  225.)  And  in  the  State  of  Alabama  it  has  been  as 
distinctly  held  that  a  decree  of  divorce  a  mensa  et  ihoro  pro- 
nounced against  the  husband,  does  not  bar  him  of  the  right  to 
curtesy.    {Smoot  v.  LeeaUj  1  Stew.  B.  590.) 

The  whole  subject  of  the  husband's  interest  in  his  ivife's  real 
estate  has  been  under  review  by  the  reformers,  and  great  changefl 
have  recently  been  made  by  the  potent  hand  of  the  law-giver, 
which  will  be  succinctly  noticed  in  another  place. 

Tenancy  by  curtesy  is  abolished  by  statute,  and  no  longer  exists 
in  the  States  of  California,  Indiana,  Michigan,  and  some  others  of 
the  states. 


CHAPTER  XXin. 

THE  wife's  interest  IN  HKB  OWN  PEOPERTY — ^HEB  INTEREST  IN  HER 
HT78BAND's  PERSONAL  ESTATE  AFTER  HIS  DECEASI^-rHER  PARAPHER- 
NALIA AND  PIN-MONEY — ^HER  SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

§  291.  Tab  wife's  real  estate  undergoes  no  change  by  the  mar- 
riage, unless  it  has  been  the  subject  of  settlement,  and  on  the 
death  of  the  husband  it  continues  hers  as  before,  with  the  restora- 
tion of  all  those  powers  of  disposition  which  the  coverture  had  sus- 
pended. With  respect  to  her  personal  property  we  have  seen  that 
by  the  strict  rule  of  the  common  law,  marriage  operates  as  a  gift 
of  the  whole  of  it  to  her  husband.  This  rule,  however,  may  be 
very  much  modified  in  favor  of  the  wife  by  a  court  of  equity, 
which  has  the  power  of  considering  a  ferne^covert  as  sole,  and  will 
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often  treat  her  as  having  interests  and  obligations  distinct  from 
those  of  her  husband. 

When  the  hnsband  becomes  civilly  dead,  the  wife  may  hold  per- 
sonal property  as  a  feme-^ole^  and  her  disability  is  entirely  at  an  end 
on  the  termination  of  her  husband's  natural  life,  and  all  her  rights 
with  respect  to  her  property,  which  were  dormant  during  the  mar- 
riage revive  and  come  into  being  as  soon  as  the  coverture  is  at  an 
end. 

§  292.  By  the  common  law,  the  wife's  chattels  real  remain  her 
property  until  they  are  reduced  to  the  possession  of  the  husband, 
and  unless  he  disposes  of  them  during  his  life-time,  they  survive 
to  her.  If  the  hnsb&nd  should  alien  a  part  of  a  term  for  years 
belonging  to  the  wife,  the  remainder  will  survive  to  the  wife ;  and 
she  also  takes  by  survivorship  arrears  of  rent  due  on  any  lease 
made  by  her  before  marriage,  or  by  her  aiid  her  husband  after  her 
marriage.  She  also  takes  by  survivorship  all  her  choses  in  action, 
such  as  bonds,  mortgages,  and  all  negotiable  securities  passed  to 
her  previous  to  or  during  her  marriage.  So  also  the  wife  has  by 
survivorship  all  actions  which  ^e  and  her  hnsband  might  have 
had  for  injuries  to  her  property  or  person.  All  these  interests  of 
the  wife  survive  to  her  after  the  death  of  her  husband.  The  way 
and  manner  in  which  the  wife's  survivorship  in  these  interests  may 
be  barred,  have  been  fully  discussed  heretofore,  and  the  considera- 
tion of  the  subject  need  not  be  resumed  here.  (  Vide  ante,  chap. 
XXI.)  The  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement  out  of  her  own  property, 
and  against  whom,  out  of  what  property,  and  when  it  is  given, 
have  also  been  considered  in  another  place,  and  it  is  unnecessary 
to  repeat  the  discussion  here.     (/J.) 

§  293.  There  are  some  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  at  common 
law,  that  the  whole  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  wife  becomes  her 
husband's  at  the  time  of  the  marriage.  Thus,  what  is  understood 
as  the  wife's  paraphernalia,  belongs  to  the  wife  upon  the  death  of 
her  husband.  This  term  comprises  such  apparel  and  ornaments 
of  the  wife  as  are  suitable  to  her  condition  in  life.  The  word  is 
derived  from  the  Greek  word  paraphernal  that  is,  property  belongs 
ing  to  the  wife  over  and  above  the  dower  which  she  brought  to  her 
husband ;  and  what  articles  are  to  be  considered  the  wife's  para- 
phernalia depends  upon  the  rank  and  fortune  of  the  parties. 
Pearls  and  jewels,  usually  or  sometimes  worn  by  the  wife,  prop- 
erly fall  within  the  term;    So  when  the  widow  claimed  her  gold 
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watch,  and  several  gold  rings  as  paraphernalia,  which  had  been 
given  to  her  at  the  funerals  of  relations,  the  court  decreed  them  to 
her.  {Mangay  v.  Hungerfordy  2  Equity  Cases  Abridged^  156,  in 
margin,) 

When  gifts  are  made  by  husbands  to  their  wives  of  pearls,  jewels, 
and  the  like,  and  they  are  worn  as  ornaments,  the  articles  are 
regarded  as  paraphernalia,  and  not  as  gifts  to  the  separate  use  of 
the  wives;  and  although  the  trinkets  are  only  sometimes  worn 
by  the  wife,  such  occasional  use  of  them  will  constitute  them  her 
paraphernalia.  {Graham  v.  Londonderry^  3  AUc.  B.  394.)  To 
constitute  that  kind  of  property  called  paraphernalia,  they  must 
have  been  the  husband's,  and  given  by  him  to  his  wife  to  be  worn 
/by  her,  or  at  least  they  must  have  been  appropriated  to  her  use. 
{Oraham  v.  Londonderry^  supra.) 

Jewels  purchased  by  the  husband,  and  worn  by  the  wife  with 
others  belonging  to  her  husband,  become  her  paraphernalia  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary ;  but  family  jewels,  mefely 
worn  by  the  wife,  do  not  become  part  of  her  paraphernalia.  {Jer- 
voice  V.  Jervoicey  17  Beav.  B.  566.) 

As  these  ornaments  are  intended  for  the  use  of  the  wife,  they  are 
nsnally  given  to  her,  and  left  in  her  custody,  yet  she  has  not  the 
power  of  alienating  them  during  coverture,  and  only  gets  an  abso- 
lute  title  to  them  on  the  death  of  the  husband.  The  husband  has 
the  power  of  disposing  of  them  during  his  life,  but  in  order  to 
destroy  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship,  the  disposition  of  the  hus- 
band must  be  a  complete  sale.  The  husband's  power  over  his 
wife's  paraphernalia,  is  limited  to  acts  which  operate  during  his  life, 
for  he  cannot  dispose  of  such  articles  by  will,  neither  can  they  be 
made  liable  to  legacies.  {Tipping  v.  Tipping^  1  P.  Wma,  B.  729. 
Snehon  v.  Corbet,  3  Atk.  369.) 

§  294.  The  paraphernalia  of  the  wife  are  subject  to  the  debts  of 
the  husband  after  his  decease ;  but  this  rule  is  confined  to  the  orna- 
ments of  the  wife,  such  as  jewels  and  a  watch,  for  her  necessary 
apparel  is  not  liable  to  his  debts.  (2  Black.  Com.  436.  Noy^a 
MaxiTns,  ch.  49,  p.  188.)  This  liability  of  the  wife's  paraphernalia 
to  the  husband's  debts,  exists  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  but  equity 
fio  far  favors  this  claim  of  the  wife  as  to  permit  her  to  indemnify 
herself  out  of  the  real  assets  of  the  husband,  if  his  specialty  credit- 
ors exhaust  his  personal  estate  in  the  satisfaction  of  their  demands ; 
in  other  words,  although  after  the-  husband's  death  this  species  of 
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property  is  liable  to  his  debts,  if  bis  personal  estate  is  exbanstcd, 
jet  the  widow  may  recover  from  the  heir  the  amount  of  what  she  is 
obliged  to  pay  in  consequence  of  her  husband's  specialty  creditors 
obtaining  payment  out  of  her  paraphernalia.  {Tipping  v.  Tipping^ 
1  P.  Wms.  R.  729.  SneUon  v.  Carhet^  3  Atk.  R.  369.)  It  has  been 
said,  however,  that  the  wife  cannot  be  satisfied  for  this  claim  out  of 
the  husband's  real  estate  at  all  events ;  for  iif  the  debts  exhaust  the 
husband's  personal  fortune,  and  the  creditors  are  only  by  simple  con* 
'  tract,  and  no  trust  is  created  of  the  real  estate  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  she  can  have  no  relief  and  if  the  real  estate  be  devised, 
and  the  debts  exhaust  the  personal  estate,  the  widow  cannot  have 
satisfaction  decreed  to  her  against  the  devisee ;  this  equity  is  to  bo 
enforced  only  against  the  heir  on  whom  the  estate  has  descended, 
and  he  cannot  have  the  paraphernalia  applied  in  exoneration  of  the 
rear  estate.  (  Yide  Ridant  v.  Plynundh^  2  AUc.  R.  104.  Jndedan 
V.  Norihcote^  8  ib.  438.  Proberi  v.  Morgan^  1  tS.  440.  <Jlancy 
on  JSusband  and  Wife^  96,  97.  Yide  also  Roynton  v.  Boynton^ 
1  Gox'a.  R.  106.) 

§  295.  Upon  this  subject,  Lord  Macd^field.  said,  ^Hhat  if  there 
should  not  be  assets,  real  and  personal,  at  the  testator's  death,  or  at 
least  at  the  time  when  the  jewels  or  paraphernalia  were  applied  to 
debts,  then  the  paraphernalia  should  be  liable."  (Burton  v.  Pier- 
pointy  2  P.  Wms.  R.  79.)  Upon  this  rule  Mr.  Roper  remarks: 
^'  The  above  distinction  taken  by  Lord  Macclesfield,  seems  to  be 
founded  upon  this  principle,  that  when  the  wife's  right  is  left  to 
the  provision  of  law,  and  the  real  and  personal  assets  are  insuili- 
cient  to  pay  his  debts,  then  for  the  sake  of  the  creditors  her  para- 
phernalia must  be  applied  in  paynient  of  their  demands,  and  not 
detained  from  them  in  expectation  of  that  which  may  never  hap- 
pen, a  contingency  of  subsequent  assets  falling  in  ;  and  that  such 
possibility  in  contingency  happening  atler  the  paraphernalia  are  so 
applied,  shall  not,  for  the  sake  of  certainty  and  quiet,  as  also  from 
the  nature  of  such  provision,  entitle  the  wife,  or  the  persons  claim- 
ing under  her,  to  institute  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of  recover- 
ing out  of  the  accidental  assets  the  value  of  the  paraphernalia  which 
had  been  so  applied.  But  when  they  are  given  to  the  wife  by  will, 
and  the  real  and  personal  assets  are  charged  with  debts  and 
legacies,  then,  since  the  wife  is  made  a  legatee  of  her  paraphernalia, 
^he,  as  well  as  any  other  legatee,  or  her  representative,  will  be 
entitled  to  an  execution -of  the  trust,  and,  upon  the  assets  ihlii^i-r 


WIF^S  PIN'MONET.  425 

in,  to  have  them  applied  in  the  discharge  of  such  legacy."    {Roper 
on  HuS>and  and  Wife^  146.) 

If  the  husband  in  his  life-time  simply  pledge  or  mortgage  his 
wife's  paraphernalia  for  money,  his  wife  surviving  him  will  be 
entitled  to  have  them  redeemed  out  of  his  personal  estate,  even  to 
the  prejudice  of  legatees ;  because  her  right  is  anterior  and  to  be 
preferred  to  their  claims,  which  are  merely  voluntary.  (Bv/rton  v. 
Pierpoint,  2  P.  TFww.  R.  79.) 

§  296.  The  wife  may  bar  her  rights  to  her  paraphernalia  in 
several  ways.  Thus,  if  she  entered  into  an  agreement  before  mar- 
riage with  her  intended  husband,  that  she  would  claim  no  part  of 
his  personal  estate  but  what  he  should  devise  to  her,  this  will  be  a 
bar  to  her  right  in  her  paraphernalia.  {Cholmely  v.  Cholmdy^  2 
Vem.  R.  83.    Read  v.  Snell,  2  Atk.  R.  642.) 

So  when  the  husband  takes  upon  himself  to  bequeath  to  bis 
wife  her  paraphernalia  for  life,  and  she  does  not  claim  them 
absolutely  by  her  elder  title  as  paraphernalia,  it  is  presumed  that 
her  administrator  after  her  death  will  not  be  entitled  to  them. 
(  Vide  Clarges  v.  Albemarle^  2  Vem.  R.  247.)  It  is  therefore  to  be 
considered  as  a  legal  inference,  that  if  a  widow,  when  her  parapher* 
nalia  are  bequeathed  to  her  for  life,  do  not  manifest  by  some  act 
her  intention  to  take  them  by  her  elder  and  better  title,  she  will  be 
presumed  to  liave  elected  to  take  them  under  the  will,  so  as  to  bind 
her  executor  or  administrator;  and  this  seems  to  be  the  doctrine  of 
the  case  of  dargee  t.  Albemarle,  as  understood  by  Mr.  Bright. 
(  Vide  1  BrigMe  Euehand  and  Wife,  294.) 

§  297.  Near  akin  to  the  wife's  paraphernalia  is  what  is  familiarly 
known  as  the  wife's  pin-money.  This  is  understood  to  be  an 
annual  income  settled,  or  agreed  to  be  settled,  before  marriage,  by 
the  husband  on  his  intended  wife,  or  allowed  by  him  to  her,  after 
marriage,  gratuitously  for  her  personal  and  private  expenditure, 
for  clothes  and  ornaments  of  her  person  during  the  coverture. 
{Ciancjfa  Huehand  and  Wife,  376.)  Pin-money  is  not  regarded  as 
an  absolute  gift  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  nor  like  money  set 
apart  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  wife  during  coverture, 
excluding  the  jus  mariti,  but  as  a  sum  allowed  for  the  wife's  per- 
sonal expenses,  and  to  deck  her  person  suitably  to  her  husband's 
rank,  who  has  accordingly  an  interest  in  its  expenditure.  {Howard 
V.  JXgby,  8  Rligh's  IJV.  S.]  R.  269.  Jodrell  v.  Jodrdl,  9  Reav, 
R.  45.) 
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Pin-money  proper  is  usually  secured  by  the  creation  of  a  trust 
vested  in  trustees,  by  whose  aid  she  may  recover  the  arrears  of  it 
whenever  the  same  is  withheld.  However,  it  seems  to  be  settled 
that  when  the  wife  permits  her  pin-money  to  run  in  arrear  for  a 
considerable  time,  upon  surviving  her  husband  she  will  be  per- 
mitted to  claim  arrears  for  one  year  only  prior  to  his  death.  {Aeton 
V.  AstoTiy  1  Vea.  Sen.  H.  267.  Tavmsend  v.  Wyndham^  2  ih.  7. 
Peacock  v.  Monk,  lb.  290.  Offley  v.  Offley,  Free.  Ch.  26.)  This 
rule  is  adopted  by  equity,  says  Lord  Brougham,  not  so  much  on 
account  of  the  presumption  of  satisfaction  of  the  wife's  claim  by 
her  acquiescence,  as  to  secure  the  appropriation  of  the  money  to  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  intended.  {Howard  v.  Dighy^  8  BligKs  [If. 
8.1  JS.  269.)  Should  it  appear  that  tlie  wife  has  demanded  her  pin- 
money  without  success,  perhaps  she  might  be  permitted  to  recover 
all  arrears  at  her  husband's  death.    {Ridout  v.  Lewia^  1  Atk.  S,  269.) 

§  298.  Where  the  provision  is  expressed  to  be  made  for  particular 
purposes,  as  for  the  wife's  apparel  or  private  expenses,  and  these 
are  all  amply  furnished. by  the  husband,  the  wife  will  not  be 
entitled  to  any  arrears  of  her  pin-money,  which  might  otherwise  be 
due  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband ;  for  this  is  considered 
a  payment  or  satisfaction  by  the  husband.  {Howard  v.  Digky^ 
supra.  Powell  v.  Hankey,  2  P.  Wms.  JS.  84.  Thomas  v. 
Bennett,  lb.  341.    Fowler  y.  Fowler,  3  ih.  365.) 

In  the  case  of  Fowler  v.  Fowler,  Lord  Talbot  said  that  when 
pin-money  was  secured  to  the  wife,  and  it  appeared  tliat  the  hus- 
band, nevertheless,  provided  her  with  clothes  and  other  necessaries, 
that  circumstance,  during  the  time  that  she  was  so  provided  for, 
would  be  a  bar  to  any  demand  for  arrears  of  pin-money.  It  is 
understood,  however,  that  this  case  turned  upon  the  doctrine  of 
the  satisfaction  of  a  debt  by  a  legacy.  The  husband  settled  one 
hundred  pounds  a  year  upon  his  wife  for  pin-money.  Two  years' 
arrears  became  due,  when  he  gave  her  a  legacy  of  five  hundred 
pounds.  After  the  making  of  the  will  another  year's  arrears 
became  due,  and  then  the  husband  died.  Lord  Talbot  decided 
that  the  legacy  was  a  satisfaction  of  the  two  years'  arrears,  because 
it  was  larger  than  the  debt,  and  that  the  creditor  and  legatee  being 
a  wife  made  no  difference.  The  rule  is  a  reasonable  one,  and  will 
not  be  departed  from. 

It  follows  from  the  nature  and  purpose  of  pin-money  that  the 
wife's  executors  have  no  claim  against  the  husband  or  his  estate 
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even  for  one  year's  arrears.  {Howard  v.  Digly^  8  Blights  [iT.  aSI] 
JS.  271.) 

It  has  been  held  that,  when  the  "wife  is  entitled  to  pin-money, 
and  she  is  separated  from  her  husband,  no  deduction  will  be  made 
out  of  her  pin-money  for  alimony,  because  she  would  have  been 
entitled  to  maintenance  beyond  the  pin-money  if  she  and  her  hus- 
band  had  lived  together.  {Ball  v.  CoutU^  1  Vea.  <&  Bea.  R,  305. 
2  BrigUh  Husband  and  Wife,  291.) 

§  298.  The  court  will  sometimes  not  only  refuse  to  assist  the  wife 
to  recover  the  arrears  of  her  pin-money  in  the  life-time  of  her 
i^bsnd,  b«  ,m  «t™aiy  p«vL  h„  J.«e.  bj  i.jn„cti.„,  fh,M 
using  their  legal  remedies  for  the  recovery  of  it.  Thus,  if  the 
wife  be  guilty  of  criminal  conversation  she  is  not  entitled  to  her 
pin-money,  and  should  she  attempt  to  recover  it,  the  court  would 
restrain  her  trustees  by  injunction  from  proceeding  to  get  it. 
{Mare  v.  Scarboroughy  2  Eq,  Ca.  Ah.  156.) 

So,  also,  if  the  wife  should  elope,  from  her  husband  without  good 
and  justifiable  cause,  this  will  be  a  bar  to  a  recovery  of  her  pin- 
money.  It  has  been  held;  however,  that  the  injunction  will  be 
granted  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  only  in  a  case  where  the  offense 
was  plainly  put  in  issue  in  the  cause,  and  plainly  proved,  {Moore 
V.  Moore,  1  Atk.  H,  276.)  If  the  wife  leave  her  husband  in  con- 
sequence of  ill-usage,  or  other  reasonable  grounds,  or  the  husband 
have  acquiesced  in  her  departure,  equity  will  not  interfere. 

The  wife  has  not  the  same  power  with  respect  to  her  pin-money, 
that  a  feme-sole  has  in  regard  to  her  own  property.  She  cannot 
convey,  or  in  any  way  dispose  of  her  interest  in  it  to  a  third  person. 
She  may,  indeed,  bestow  of  the  gales  as  she  receives  them,  but  she 
cannot  make  a  total  disposition  of  the  entire  annuity.  Equity 
would  not  enforce  or  restrain  such  an  act,  because  it  would  defeat 
the  very  intent  and  object  of  the  first  creation  of  the  allowance,  for 
it  is  designed  especially  for  the  private  expense  and  personal  use 
,of  the  wife.    {CUmcifs  Husband  a/nd  Wife,  380,  381.) 

§  299.  The  distinct  property  which  the  wife  has  in  her  parapher- 
nalia and  pin-money,  naturally  leads  to  the  consideration  of  the 
wife's  separate  estate  at  large.  In  passing,  however,  it  may  be 
remarked  with  respect  to  her  paraphernalia,  that  what  shall  be  so 
considered  irrespective  of  the  husband's  debts,  is  provided  for,  and 
to  some  extent  designated  by  the  statutes  of  the  several  states. 
These  statutory  provisions  will  be  noted  in  another  place. 
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The  subject  of  the  wife's  separate  estate,  independent  of  statute, 
is  one  of  considerable  importance,  and  the  nature  of  it  needs  to  be 
well  understood.  There  are  certain  principles  peculiar  to  this 
species  of  property,  the  manner  of  acquiring  and  enjoying  it,  the 
power  and  manner  of  disposition  exercisable  by  the  wife  over  it, 
•and  the  aid  afforded  by  equity  in  the  protection  of  the  estate, 
which  must  be  fully  comprehended  before  the  subject  is  under- 
stood and  properly  appreciated. 

§  300.  We  have  seen  that  at  the  common  law,  a  feme-caveH  is 
incapable  of  possessing  personal  property  as  her  own.  But  there 
may  be  a  trust  for  her  sole  benefit  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
take  care  to  see  strictly  performed.  Property  of  any  description 
may  be  limited  to  the  use  of  a  married  woman ;  but  whether  that 
use  shall  be  separate  or  not,  and  whether  her  husband  shall  be 
barred  of  the  interest  which  the  law  gives  to  him  in  the  possession 
of  his  wife,  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  donor.  If  the  inten- 
tion of  the  donor  is  ascertdned  to  be  that  the  use  is  for  the  wife 
alone,  and  not  for  her  husband,  equity  will  give  effect  to  it  without 
any  regard  to  the  legal  maxim,  that  ^^  the  husband  is  the  head  of 
the  wife,  and,  therefore,  all  that  she  has  belongs  to  him."  {FindCs 
Zaw^  29.  Cla/ncy^a  Hue.  <&  Wife^  251.)  And  every  kind  of  propr 
erty,  including  estates  in  fee  simple,  and  chattels  personal,  may  be 
subject  to  a  trust  for  the  wife's  separate  use,  which  will  be  sup- 
ported in  equity.  {Baggett  v.  Meux^  1  Ph.  JR.  628.  NevAomd  v. 
Paynter,  4  Myl  <&  Ora.  R.  408.  10  Sim.  B.  378.)  But  in  all 
cases,  the  intention  to  create  a  trust  estate  for  the  wife  must  clearly 
appear.  No  technical  words  are  necessary,  provided  they  indicate 
with  clearness  and  certainty,  that  such  was  the  intention  of  die 
grantor.  {HarndUon  v.  JBisAop^  8  Yerg.  R.  33.)  The  words  "  for 
her  own  use  and  benefit,"  or  "  to  pay  the  same  to  her  and  her 
assigns,"  or  "  to  pay  the  same  into  her  own  proper  hands  to  and  for 
her  own  use  and  benefit,"  have  been  held  not  suificient  to  give  the 
wife  a  separate  estate.  {KinsingUm  v.  DoUand^  2  Myl.  d&  KferCs  , 
Ch.  R.  184.  DaJdv^Y.  Beresford,  1  C/i.  Cos.  194:.  Tyler  v.  Late, 
2  Ptt$8.  <&  My.  li.  183.)  On  the  contrary,  the  words,  "  for  her 
own  use,"  have  been  differently  construed  in  this  country.  (  Vide 
Jameson  v.  Brady^  6  Serg.  <&  Rawy%  B.  467.)  Any  words 
showing  the  intention  will  suflBice.  {Gaines  v.  Poor,  8  Met.  \Ky^ 
B.  507.) 
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§  301.  With  respect  to  the  words  which  will  be  sufficient  to 
impart  an  intention  to  create  a  trust  for  the  wife^  Judge  Story  has 
the  following: 

^^  On  the  one  hand,  if  the  language  of  a  marriage  settlement 
made  before  marriage,  or  if  a  gift  or  bequest  to  a  married  woman 
after  marriage,  be,  that  she  is  to  have  the  property  '  to  her  sole, 
use  or  disposal;'  or,  'to  her  sole  use  and  benefit;'  or,  *for  her 
own  use  and  at  her  own  disposal ; '  or, '  to  her  own  use  during  her 
life,  independent  of  her  husband ; '  or, '  that  she  shall  enjoy  and 
receive  the  issues  and  profits ;'  or, '  that  it  is  an  allowance  as,  or 
for  pin-money'  {eo  nomine) ;  in  all  these  cases,  the  marital  rights 
of  her  husband  will  be  excluded,  and  the  property  will  be  for  her 
exclusive  use.  So,  a  bequest  to  a  married  woman, '  her  receipt  to 
the  executors  to  be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  executors,'  is 
equivalent  to  saying  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  So,  money 
paid  to  the  husband  'for  the  livelihood  of  the  wife;'  and 
money  given  to  k  married  woman  forher  own  use,  '  independent 
of  her  husband,'  and  money  or*  stock  given  to  such  ];narried 
woman,  *not  to  be  disposed  of  by  her  husband,  without  her  con- 
sent,' will  be  construed  to  give  her  the  property  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use.  So,  a  bequest  to  a  married  woman  and  her  infant 
daughter,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike,  '  for  their  owu  use  and  benefit,  independent  of  any  other 
person,'  will  be  construed  to  mean  to  their  sole  and  separate  use. 
So,  a  bequest  to  a  married  woman,  '  for  her  benefit,  independent 
of  the  control  of  her  husband,'  will  receive  the  like  construction. 
In  all  these  cases,  the  words  manifest  an  unequivocal  intent  to 
exclude  the  power  and  marital  rights  of  the  husband. 

"  On  the  other  hand,  a  gift  or  bequest  after  marriage,  to  a  mar- 
ried woman,  *  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,'  or  '  to  pay  the  same 
into  her  own  proper  hands  to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,' 
have  been  held  not  to  amount  to  a  sufficient  expression  of  an  inten- 
tion  to  exclude  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband ;  for,  although 
the  money  is  to  be  paid  into  her  own  hands,  or  to  her  own  use,  yet 
there  is  nothing  in  that  inconsistent  with  its  being  subject  to  his 
marital  rights.  So,  an  annuity  given  in  trust  for  a  married  woman 
for  Kfe,  *  to  pay  the  same  to  her  and  her  assigns,'  will  not  exclude 
the  marital  rights  of  the  husband."  (2  Story's  Eq.  Jut.  §§  1382, 
1383.) 
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Judge  Story  gives  no  express  opinion  of  his  own  upon  the  sub- 
ject, but  Bunply  gives  the  tenor  of  the  authorities,  which  he  cites 
in  order  under  the  sections  quoted. 

§  302.  The  language  of  tlie  trust  is  usually  interpreted  to  sustain 
the  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  if  it  can,  by  any  reasonable 
.construction,  be  interpreted  to  effect  that  object.  A  case  in  the 
English  high  court  of  chancery  illustrates  very  nicely  this  inclina- 
tion of  the  courts.  George  Hoffman,  by  his  will,  gave  to  his  sister 
Mary  Brown,  and  his  brother,  William  Hoffman,  certain  moneys, 
saying,  "  which  sum  or  sums,  the  interest  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them,  the  principal  to  be  lodged  in  the  bank  or  some 
secure  place,  at  the  death  of  my  sister  Mary  Brown,^  then  one-half 
of  the  principal  to  be  equally  divided  between  her  children ;  the 
husband  of  the  said  Mary  Bro^vn  by  no  means  to  have  any  part 
whatever,  but  to  be  entirely  for  the  poor  children,  and  should  she 
have  none  alive,  in  that  case  the  said  sum  is  to  become  the  prop- 
erty of  my  brother  William's  children,  equally  to  be  divided ;  and 
after  th^  death  of  the  said  brother  and  his  wife,  then  the  other  half 
of  the  principal  is  to  be  equally  divided  among  his  children." 
Daniel  Brown,  the  husband  of  Mary  Brown,  became  a  bankrupt, 
and,  upon  the  question  whether  the  share  of  his  wife  was  given  to 
her  separate  use  for  life,  the  master  of  the  rolls  said :  "  Upon  the 
first  point  it  has  been  contended,  that  there  is  a  plain,  evident 
intention,  that  the  interest  should  be  to  the  sole  and  separate  use 
of  Mary  Brown.  I  profess,  upon  reading  it  over  and  over  again,  I 
can  hardly  bring  myself  to  think  such  an  argument  has  any  founda- 
tion whatever,  for  nothing  is  given  to  her  but  the  interest,  no  part 
of  the  principal,  and  it  is  given  in  words  that  cannot  by  any 
ingenuity  be  tortured  t-o  deprive  the  husband  of  that  right  the 
law  gives  him.  It  is  said,  these  words  must  mean  that  the  husband 
shall  have  no  part  whatsoever  of  the  interest  before  given ;  other- 
wise they  are  unnecessary  and  superfluous.  This  is  admitted ;  bat 
it  is  np  uncommon  thing  for  the  testator  to  suppose  the  fatlier 
would  have  the  fing^ing  of  the  money  given  to  the  children,  and 
it  might  be  inserted  to  prevent  that.  I  cannot  apply  it  to  any  thing, 
but  the  last  antecedent.  What  is  to  be  divided  among  them} 
Not  the  interest ;  for  they  had  no  share  of  that.  The  interest  only, 
therefore,  is  given  to  the  wife,  and,  there  being  no  restriction,  it 
must  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  husband;  but  his  assignees 
must  make  a  provision  for  the  wife,  before  they  can  call  it  out  of 


WIF^S  SEP  ABATE  ESTATE.  431 

this  court."  {Br<ywn  v.  ClarJc^  3  Fe».  B.  166.)  Here  it  will  be 
observed  the  language  is  very  nicely  interpreted  to  sustain  the 
marital  rights  of  the  husband,  but  in  all  cases  the  courts  hold  that 
the  intention  to  deprive  the  husband  of  his  rights  must  be  clear 
and  unequivocal. 

§  303.  It  was  formerly  doubted  whether  a  female  could  take  an 
estate  to  her  separate  use,  so  that  her  rights  could  be  protected  as 
against  her  husband,  unless  trustees  wore  interposed.  But  it  is  now 
well  settled  that  the  intervention  of  trustees  is  not  indispensable, 
though  it  is  conceded  that  in  strict  propriety  the  better  practiee  is 
to  interpose  trustees.  It  has  been  expressly  held,  upon  authorities 
a  century  old,  that  when  personal  chattels  are  bequeathed  to  a 
feme-covert  for  her  separate  use,  or  to  a  single  woman  free  from  the 
control  of  her  future  husband,  the  court  of  chancery  will  protect 
her  interest  therein  against  the  creditors  of  her  husband,  although 
no  trustee  is  named  in  the  will  of  the  testator  to  hold  them  for  her 
separate  use.  {Shirley  v.  Shirley^  9  Paigi%  Ch.  B.  363.)  Or,  as 
Judge  Story  extracts  the  rule  from  a  large  number  of  authorities 
which  he  cites,  both  English  and  American,  "  Whenever  real  or 
personal  property  is  given,  or  devised,  or  settled  upon  a  married 
woman,  either  before  or  after  marriage,  for  her  separate  and 
exclusive  use,  without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  the  intention  of 
the  parties  shall  be  effectual  in  equity,  and  the  wife's  interest  pro- 
tected against  the  marital  rights  and  claims  of  h6r  husband.  In 
all  such  cases  the  husband  will  be  held  a  mere  trustee  for  her ;  and, 
although  the  agreement  is  made  between  him  and  her  alone,  the 
trust  will  attach  upon  him,  and  be  enforced  in  the  same  manner 
and  under  the  same  circumstances  that  it  would  be  if  he  were  a 
mere  stranger."    (2  Story's  Eq^.  Jur.  §  1380.) 

So  the  rule  seems  to  be  well  settled  that  in  equity  no  trustees 
are  necessary,  whether  the  devise  or  settlement  was  before  or 
during  coverture,  or  concerning  real  or  personal  property.  ( Vid6 
Jamison  v.  Brady ^  6  Serg.  <&  Ramies  B.  467.  Ahraans  v.  WkU- 
morcy  4  Dessau.  [S,  C]  B.  255.) 

§  304.  An  estate  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  may 
be  created  either  before  or  during  coverture.  Before  marriage  it 
may  be  created  by  the  woman  herself  of  her  own  property,  or  by 
the  intended  husband,  or  by  a  stranger.  During  the  marriage  the 
estate  may  be  created  by  the  husband,  or  by  a  stranger,  but  not 
by  the  wife ;  as  she  would  then  be  rendered  incapable  of  disposing 
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of  any  property  which  had  not  been  already  limited  to  her  sole 
HBO.  {Coomea  v.  EUvng^  8  Ath.  R,  679.)  Before  marriage  a 
woman  may  yest  her  entire  fortune  in  trustees  for  her  own  use,  so 
as  to  deprive  her  intended  husband  of  any  share  in  it  or  control 
over  it,  and  she  may  make  such  a  settlement  of  it  as  to  enable 
herself  to  carry  on  trade  with  her  own  money,  and  not  to  render 
it  or  the  produce  of  it  liable  to  the  debts  of  her  husband.  {Jar- 
man  V.  WooUtan^  3  Term  R.  618.  Dean  v.  Brovyn^  12  Eng,  C. 
X.  R,  62.)  But  a  disposition  of  her  property  for  her  separate  use 
previous  to  her  marriage,  may  be  impeached  by  her  husband,  if 
any  fraud  has  been  practiced  upon  him  with  respect  to  it.  If 
it  be  made  without  her  intended  husband's  privity,  it  will  be 
regarded  as  being  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  marriage,  and 
will  not  bind  him.  {Clcmcy^a  Husband  and  Wife^  252.  Vide 
also  Linker  v.  Shnith^  4  Wash.  C.  C.  R,  224.) 

It  has  been  held  that  no  conveyance  of  a  term  for  years  before 
marriage,  in  tinist  for  the  separate  use  of  a  woman,  whether  it  be 
made  by  herself  or  by  any  one  else,  will  bar  her  future  husband's 
legal  right  over  it,  unless  it  bo  made  with  his  privity  and  consent 
But  the  validity  of  such  a  trust,  especially  from  a  third  person,  is 
now  fully  established,  and  when  a  term  for  years  is  settled  to  tlie 
wife's  separate  use,  the  husband  cannot  dispose  of  it.  (TvileU  v. 
Armstrong,  4  M(/l.  cSf  Cra.  if.  395.)  If  the  trust,  however,  is  con- 
fined to  a  particular  coverture,  it  will  of  course  be  inoperative 
against  a  second  husband.  {Bradley  v.  Hughes,  8  Sim.  R.  U9. 
Knigkt  v.  Knight,  6  ib.  129.  Benson  v.  Benson,  Ih.  126.)  A 
gift  to  a  woman  then  married  "  for  her  whole  and  sole  use  during 
her  life,  free  from  the  control  of  any  future  husband,"  lias  been 
held  effectual  as  well  during  the  then  existing  as  a  future  cover- 
ture.   {Steedm^n  v.  Poole,  6  Harems  R,  193.     11  Jur.  449,  555.) 

The  general  rule  is  that  in  equity  the  wife  is  capable  of  taking 
real  as  well  as  personal  property,  of  Bvery  name  and  nature,  to  her 
own  separate  use,  and  of  holding  it  independently  of  her  husband. 
{Suiter  v.  Turner,  10  lowa^  R,  517.)  And  when  both  husband 
and  wife  have  always  treated  as  the  wife's  separate  property, 
money  and  notes  taken  for  the  loan  of  money  belonging  to  her 
before  or  during  marriage,  her  right  to  dispose  of  the  same  will 
be  recognized  by  both  law  and  equity  in  the  State  of  Vermont, 
and  by  equity  everywhere.  {CaldwelU  v.  Renfrew,  83  Vermont  R. 
213.) 
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§  805.  When  the  husband,  beforo  marriage,  agrees  in  writing 
that  his  wife  sliall  be  entitled  to  specific  parts  of  real  or  personal 
estate  for  her  personal  use,  but,  in  consequence  of  the  propertj  not 
having  been  so  actually  settled,  the  legal  title  to  it  becomes  vested 
in  him  by  the  subsequent  marriage,  in  all  such  cases  the  husband 
will  be  a  trustee  for  her  separate  use.  The  power  of  the  wife  over 
her  separate  property  may  be  qualified  by  the  terma  of  the  instru- 
ment securing  it  to  her.  Thus,  when  there  was  a  bequest  of  money 
and  leaseholds  to  b.  feyne-^ole^  ^^for  her  own  absolute  use,  without 
liberty  to  sell  or  assign  during  her  Ufe,"  it  was  held  that  she  took 
the  property  absolutely,  but  without  any  power  to  dispose  of  it 
daring  her  life.    {Baker  v.  Newton^  2  Beaiv.  B.  112.    2  Story^a 

If  the  agreement  merely  gives  to  the  wife  disposing  po^er  over 
her  property  in  general  terms,  it  will  be  considered  to  apply  only 
to  what  she  has  at  the  time,  and  not  to  subsequent  acquisitions. 
{PUhintan  v.  CtUhbertaon,  1  Bro.  P.  O.  837.) 

A  devise  to  trustees  for  the  wife's  separate  use  in  terms  which 
would  execute  the  use  in  the  wife,  will  be  held  to  vest  the  legal  . 
estate  in  the  truatees,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  testator's  intention 
by  excluding  the  control  of  the  husband.  {N&viUe  v.  Somnderdj  1 
Vem.  R,  415.  Jonea  v.  Say^  1  Eq.  Al.  883.  Satian  v.  Harton^ 
7  Term  R.  652.  Hawhine  v.  Laecmnbe^  2  Swanet.  B.  891.)  But 
it  is  said  that  if  the^  trust  be  secured  by  deed  in  similar  terms,  it 
will  not  be  so  construed.  ( WUliama  v.  WaleSy  18  Ifeea.  db  WeU. 
B,  166.) 

When  the  husband  conveys  property  to  a  trustee  for  his  wifis, 
she  takes  the  same,  as  against  him,  as  a  separate  estate.  (Spencer 
V.  Godwm,  80  Ala.  B.  855.) 

§  306.  With  respect  to  the  wife's  power  of  disposition  over  her 
separate  estate,  much  depends  upon  tlie  fact  as  to  whether  or  not 
there  are  conditions  annexed  to  her  power  of  disposal  or  enjoymexit 
thereof.  In  regard  to  personal  estate,  it  has  long  been  settled  that 
when  personal  property  is  actually  given  or  settled,  or  is  agreed  to 
be  given  or  settled,  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  she 
may  dispose  of  it  as  a  feme-sole  to  the  full  extent  of  her  interest. 
(Fettiplace  v.  Gorges^  1  Yes.  Jun.  B.  46.)  The  general  principle 
applicable  to  all  such  cases  is,  that  when  once  the  wife  is  permitted 
to  take  personal  property  to  her  separate  use  as  a  femesoU^  she 
must  take  it  with  all  its  privil^es  and  incidents,  one  of  which  is  the 
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jvs  dutponendi/  and  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce  all  of  the  rights 
of  the  wife  as  against  the  husband  and  his  representatives,  and  all 
others.  {JSioh  v.  CockeU^  9  Ves.  R.  369.  Wagstaff  v.  BmUk,  lb. 
620.  BurchdU  v.  BurchaU^  3  Add.  Fee.  H.  263.  Doe  v.  Staples^ 
2  Term.  R.  695.  Wright  v.  JSngleJidd,  Ambler's  R.  468.  2  Mw. 
R.  239.  Pyius  v.  /Swii^A,  3  Bra.  Ch.  R.  339.  D&wdL  v.  i>^,  1 
Youfige  <t  GoU.  New  R.  545.)  And  the  wife  has  the  same  power 
of  disposing  of  reversionary  interests,  when  settled  to  her  separate 
use,  as  of  interests  in  possession.  {Sturgis  v.  Corp^  13  Ves.  R.  190. 
Headen  v.  Moaher^  McCldcmd  <&  Tau.  R.  89.)  So,  also,  it  has 
long  been  settled  with  respect  to  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate,  a 
gift  of  them  to,  or  rather  in  trust  for,  the  wife  for  her  separate  use, 
enables  her  to  dispose  of  them  as  a  feme-sole.  {Hvlme  v.  Tenant^ 
1  Bro.  C.  C.  16.)  The  principle  is  also  well  settled  that  the  wife 
has  a  general  power  to  dispose  of  the  savings  arising  from  her 
separate  property,  for  the  reason  that  having  the  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  principal,  she  has  necessarily  the  like  power  over  its 
produce ;  for  the  sprout  is  to  savor  of  the  root,  and  to  go  the 
same  way.  {Gore  v.  Enighiy  2  Yem.  R.  535.  Gold  v.  Rutland, 
1  JSg.  Ca.  Ah.  346,  pL.  18.  Cecil  v.  Juxon^  1  Atk.  R.  278.)  But 
when  the  wife  does  not  dispose  of  such  savings,  the  quality  of 
separate  property  ceases  at  her  death,  and  the  husband  is  entitled 
to  them  by  his  marital  right.  {Molony  v.  Kennedy j  10  Sim.  R. 
255.  TugiTvan  v.  Hopkins^  4  Man.  cfc  Gr,  R.  389.)  Arrears  of  sepa- 
rate estate,  which  were  due  to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  a  second 
marriage,  have  been  held  to  belong  to  her  as  separate  estate. 
{AsJUon  v.  McDougaR^  5  Beav.  R.  56.)  The  wife  having  the 
power  of  absolutely  disposing  of  her  separate  estate,  she  may  con- 
sequently make  gi*ants  out  of  it,  or  otherwise  incumber  it.  (  Wag* 
staff  V.  Smith,  9  Ves.  R.  521.  Parlces  v.  White,  11  iJ.  210. 
Power  V.  Bailey,  1  Ball  c6  Beatty*s  R.  49.) 

§  307.  With  respect  to  the  separate  estate  of  ^feme^covert,  which 
courts  of  eq^uity  have  long  recognized  and  acted  upon,  in  a  late 
case  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  it  was  said : 
^'  Such  separate  estate  was  a  provision  for  the  wife's  separate  use 
and  benefit,  independent  of  her  husband,  in  which  he  had  no 
interest,  over  which  he  had  no  right  of  control,  which  was  usually,, 
though  not  necessarily  or  invariably,  held  by  a  trustee,  and  which 
she  disposed  of  by  way  of  appointment.  She  could  not,  at  common 
law,  hold  the  legal  title  to  property,  either  personal  or  real,  for  the 
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reason  that  daring  her  state  of  coverture  she  and  her  husband  were 
considered  one  person,  and  her  identity,  so  far  at  least  as  the  right  to 
hold  was  involved,  was  lost  or  merged  in  him.  Hence,  there  was  no 
way  at  law  in  which  such  separate  estate  of  the  wife  could  bo 
reached  to  satisfy  the  demands  upon  it,  however  equitable  and  just ; 
«nd  although  they  may  have  been  created  by  her  for  her  iudividnal 
benefit  and  upon  the  credit  of  her  separate  estate.  (2  Story*8  Eq^. 
Jur.  §§  1366,  1367,  1368.)  To  prevent  the  great  injustice  which 
might  otherwise  arise,  and  inasnmch  as  the  wife's  creditors  had  not 
the  means  at  law  of.  compelling  payment  of  her  debts  which  she 
contracted  to  pay  out  of  her  separate  estate,  courts  of  equity  under- 
took to  give  effect  to  them,  not  as  personal  liabilities,  but  by  laying 
hold  of  the  separate  property  as  the  only  means  by  which  they 
could  be  satisfied."  {2  SpenceUHiat.of  Eq.Jur.of  Ch.Z^.)  The 
judge  then  goes  on  to  show  that  the  only  difference  between  the 
separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  as  recognized  and  acted  upon 
by  courts  of  equity  for  centuries,  and  their,  title  to  property 
acquired  or  held  under  a  statute  is,  "  that  the  former  is  an  equita- 
'ble  and  the  latter  a  legal  estate  or  title."  {CoMn  v.  Currier ^  22 
£arb,  JS.  371,  387.) 

§  308.  It  was  formerly  a  matter  of  doubt,  in  case  the  trust  was 
created  before  coverture  and  rested  in  an  antenuptial  agreement 
between  husband  and  wife,  whether  the  wife  could  dispose  of  her 
separate  real  estate,  although  it  was  conceded  that  she  had  full 
power  over  her  separate  peraanal  estate.  On  this  subject  Lord 
Hardwicke  said :  "  Agreenjents  for  settling  estates  to  the  separate 
use  of  the  wife  on  marriage  are  very  frequent,  relating  to  both 
real  and  personal  estate.  As  to  personal  property,  undoubtedly, 
when  there  is  an  agreement  between  husband  and  wife  before  mar- 
riage, that  the  wife  shall  have  to  her  separate  use  either  the  whole 
or  particular  parts,  she  may  dispose  of  it  by  an  act  in  her  life  or 
will.  She  may  do  it  by  either,  though  nothing  is  said  of  the  man- 
ner of  disposing  of  it.  But  thei*e  is  a  much  stronger  ground  in  that 
case  than  there  can  be  in  the  case  of  real  estate,  because  that  is 
to  take  effect  during  the  life  of  the  husband ;  for,  if  the  husband 
survives  he  is  entitled  to  the  whole,  and  none  can  come  into  a 
share  with  the  husband  on  the  statute  of  distributions.  Then  such 
an  agreement  binds  and  bars  the  husband,  and  consequently  bars 
every  body.  But  it  is  very  different  as  to  real  estate,  for  her  real 
estate  will  descend  to  her  heir  at  law,  and  that  more  or  leaa 
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beneficially ;  for  the  husband  may  be  tenant  by  the  cnrtesy  if  they 
have  issue,  otherwise  not.  But  still  it  descends  to  her  heir  at  law. 
Undoubtedly,  on  her  marriage,  a  woman  may  take  such  a  method, 
that  she  may  dispose  of  that  real  estate  from  going  to  her  heir  at 
law,  that  is  she  may  do  it  without  a  fine.  But  I  doubt  whether  it 
can  be  done  but  by  way  of  trust  or  of  power  over  an  use.*'  {Pea- 
cock V.  Monkj  2  Ves.  R.  191.) 

§  309.  With  respect  to  the  distinction  made  by  Lord  Hardwicke 
between  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  wife,  and  his  doubt  in 
regard  to  her  power  over  her  separate  real  estate,  Judge  Story 
says :  ^^  But  this  doubt,  however  powerMly  uiged  upon  tedmical 
principles,  has  been  overcome;  and  the  doctrine  is  now  firmly 
established  by  the  highest  authority,  that  in  such  a  case  courts  of 
equity  will  compel  the  heir  of  the  wife  to  make  a  conveyance  to 
the  party  in  whose  favor  she  has  made  a  disposition  of  the  real 
estate ;  in  other  words,  he  will  be  treated  as  a  trustee  of  the  donee, 
or  appointee  of  the  wife.  So  that  it  may  now  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  rale,  that  all  antenuptial  agreements  for  securing  to  a  wife 
separate  property  will,  unless  the  oontkry  is  stipulated  or  implied,* 
give  her,  in  equity,  the  full  power  of  disposing  of  the  same, 
whether  real  or  personal,  by  any  suitable  act  or  instrument  in  her 
life-time,  or  by  her  last  will,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  if  she  were  a  feme-^ole.  And  in  all  cases  where  a  power 
for  this  purpose  is  reserved  to  her  by  means  of  a  trust,  which  is 
created  for  the  purpose,  she  may  execute  the  power  without  joining 
her  trustees,  unless  it  is  .made  necessary  by  the  instrument  of 
trust."    {2  Story's  Eq.Jxir.%lZ90.) 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  feme-covert  having  a  separate  estate 
may  dispose  of  it  or  of  its  income  by  gift  or  loan  to  her  husband  ; 
and  that  his  receipt  or  use  of  her  money  with  her  consent,  ia 
sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  a  gift  to  him.  {Hinney  v. 
PhiUipe^  50  Penn.  E.  882.  Magler  v.  IngersoU^  7  ib.  204, 
McOUiisey's  appeal^  14  Serg.  cfe  Ba/wle's  R,  64.  Ware  v.  Hagner^ 
8  Whart  R.  48.)  This  doctrine,  of  course,  is  necessarily  limited 
to  those  cases  where  there  is  no  restraint  upon  the  wife,  by  the 
instrument  giving  her  the  separate  property,  as  to  her  power  of 
disposing  of  it.  In  the  absence  of  any  fetter  on  anticipation,  the 
Wife  has  the  same  power  over  her  separate  estate  as  if  she  were 
unmarried.  Her  disability  to  bind  herself  or  her  general  property 
is  left  untouched  *  but  she.  may  pledge  or  bind  her  separate  prop- 
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erty,  and  the  court  may  proceed  i/n,  rem  against  it,  though  not  m 
persotumt  against  herself  unless  there  is  a  statute  allowing  it. 

§  810.  There  seems  to  be  a  material  distinction  between,  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  wife,  in  regard  to  the  wife's  power  over 
it,  when  the  power  rests  merely  upon  a  post-nuptial  agreement  of 
the  husband.  As  to  her  personal  estate,  the  wife's  poWer  to  dis- 
pose of  it  only  affects  the  husband's  rights  and  hence  his  assent  to 
the  disposition  of  it  will  bind  him.  But  the  case  is  different  with 
respect  to  real  estate,  for  here  her  heirs  may  be  affected.  The 
husband  may  bind  his  own  interest  by  his  post-nuptial  agreeknent, 
but  he  cannot  encroach  upon  the  rights  of  tlie  heir  who  is  not  a 
party  to  the  agreement  The  heir  in  such  a  case  will  take  the  re4l 
estate  of  the  wife  unaffected  by  the  agreement.  (2  Story^s  Eq. 
Jur.  %  1391  and  the  auUliorUies  there  eUed.) 

With  respect  to  the  wife's  power  over  real  estate  given  to  her 
by  a  third  person  during  coverture  for  her  separate  use,  ^'  the 
received  doctrine  seems  to  be,  that  if  an  estate  is,  during  coverture, 
given  to  a  married  woman  and  her  heirs  for  her  separate  use, 
without  more,  she  cannot  in  equity  dispose  of  the  fee  from  her 
heirs ;  but  she  must  dispose  of  it,  if  at  all,  in  the  manner  pre- 
Bcribed  by  law."  And  yet,  in  such  a  case,  if  power  is  expressly 
given  to  the  wife  to  dispose  of  the  estate  by  the  terms  of  the  gift, 
courts  of  equity  will  enable  her  to  exercise  such  power,  notwith- 
standing no  trustees  are  interposed.  (2  Story^e  JSj.  Jar.  §  1392, 
and  avihoritiea  there  cited,)  There  is  no  doubt  that  a  gift  o'f  per- 
sonal estate  or  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate,  to  a  mairried 
woman  for  her  separate  use  during  her  life,  would  give  her  a  com- 
plete^power  to  dispose  of  the  same.     {Ih.) 

In  1838,  Lord  Langdale,  master  of  the  rolls,  reviewed  the  con- 
.tradictory  cases,  aiid  came  to  the  conclusion,  first,  that  if  the  gift 
be  made  to  a  woman  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  without  more, 
she  has,  during  coverture,  an  alienable  estate  independent  of  her 
husband ;  second,  that  if  the  gift  be  made  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use  without  power  to  alienate,  she  has,  during  the  coverture,  the 
present  enjoyment  of  an  unalienable  estate ;  but  that  in  either  case 
she  has,  while  discovert,  the  power  of  alienation.  The  restraint  ie 
annexed  to  the  separate  estate  only,  and  the  separate  estate  has 
its  existence  only  during  coverture.  {TuUett  v.  AtrMtrcnxg^  1 
BeavarCe  R.  1,  20.)  And  subsequently  the  lord  chancellor  con- 
sidered that  case  as  settling  the  doctrine  of  the  court.    {BaggettY^ 
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Meuxy  1  PhUUp^a  B.  627.    2  KewCa  CommientaHea  165,  notea  a^ 
and  1.) 

Personal  property  settled  upon  the  wife  as  her  separate  estate 
goes  to  her  next  of  kin,  after  her  death.  {Gamile  v.  Naine^  5 
Samd.  B.  465.) 

§  311.  When  no  mode  of  disposition  is  prescribed  for  the  wife 
to  dispose  of  the  funds  settled  to  her  separate  use,  any  appoint- 
ment of  such  property  in  writing  is  sufficient.  But  there  are  cases 
in  which  the  property  is  not  only  limited  to  the  separate  use  of  the 
wife,  but  she  has  expressly  given  to  her  a  power  of  appointment 

When  there  is  an,  express  limitation  j^cw  life^  with  a  power  to 
dispose  by  will,  the  interest  is  equivalent  only  to  an  estate  for  life, 
aild  the  power  is  to  be  executed  prima  fade  at  least  by  will,  on  the 
ground  that  a  partial  interest  having  been  expressly  given,  it  will 
not  be  permitted,  contrary  to  the  intention  expressly  declared,  to  be 
enlarged  by  implication. ,  {Bradley  v.  WestcoU^  13  Vee.  B.  445, 
451.  Anonyrruma^  3  Sim,  B.  71.  Major  v.  Landeyy  2  Bum.  <6 
MyhJe  B.  355.) 

From  the  authorities  the  following  conclusion  may  be  drawn : 
That  when  the  wife  takes  an  express  estate  for  life  in  the  fund,  witli  a 
power  to  appoint  the  principal  after  her  death,  in  such  instances' 
the  wife  can  only  dispose  of  the  capital  by  an  execution  of  her 
power,  which  may  be  immediate,  if  the  power  authorize  a  deed ; 
but  if  it  require  the  appointment  to  be  made  by  will  only,  the  dis- 
position cannot  take  effect  till  after  the  appointor's  death,  and  the 
wife  is  precluded  from  making  an  immediate  disposal  of  tlie  fund. 
{Doe  V.  Thorley,  10  Eaat's  B.  438.  Sackett  v.  Wray^  4  Bro.  C,  C. 
483.) 

§  312.  It  has  been  held  sometimes,  that  althougti  an  express 
estate  be  given  to  the  wife's  separate  use  for  life,  with  a  power  to . 
dispose  of  the  principal,  yet  if  in  default  of  appointment  such 
principal  be  limited  to  her  executors  or  administrators,  and  not  to 
her  next  of  kin,  the  absolute  interest  in  the  fund  will  vest  in  her, 
and  be  disposable  with  her  husband's  concurrence,  without  resort 
to  -tke  particular  power  given  her  for  the  purpose.  Upon  this 
subject,  Mr.  Jacob  remarks:  ^'A  distinction  is  to  be  noticed 
between  these  cases  where,  after  a  limitation  to  a  party  for  life,  in 
default  of  appointment  to  the  same  party  or  to  his  or  her  rcpi-esent- 
atives,  and  those  in  which,  in  default  of  appointment,  the  principal 
la  limited  or  results  to  other  persons.    In  cases  of  the  latter  class, 


WWS?8  aSPABATJE  ESTATS.  489 

• 

the  donee  has  not  the  absolute  interest ;  if  the  power  be  not  exer- 
cised, the  limitation  in  default  of  appointment  takes  effect  and 
Tests  the  principal  in  others ;  it  can  therefore  only  be  disposed  of 
bj  yirtue  of  the  power.  In  cases  of  the  former  class  the  donee  has 
the  entire  beneficial  interest  in  the  principal,  and  consequently  (if 
not  under  disability)  may  dispose  of  it  independently  of  the  power 
by  virtue  of  the  general  right  of  alienation  which  is  incident  to 
property.  But  if  the  donee  be  a  feme^-covert^  her  absolute  right 
to  the  property  does  not  carry  with  it  a  general  right  of  alienation 
unless  the  property  be  given  to  her  separate  use.  If  the  principal 
be  in  effect  given  generally  to  her  separate  use,  she  has  an  unquali- 
fied power  of  disposition ;  if  not,  it  seems  that  she  can  only  dispose 
of  it  by  means  of  the  power."  (2  Rop.  Hu^wixd  and  Wife^  200  n.) 

Mr.  Koper  is  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  limitation  in  default 
of  appointment  is  to  the  wife's  executors  or  administrators,  it  will 
be  required  that  she  should  execute  her  power  in  order  to  dispose 
of  the  fund  during  the  marriage.     (/&.  212.) 

An  express  provision  that  in  the  event  of  the  wife  surviving  the 
husband  the  property  shall  be  absolutely  hers,  implies  an  exclusion 
of  a  power  of  so  appointing  it  during  the  coverture  as  that  it  shall 
not  in  that  event  belong  to  her.  This  doctrine  has  been  recognized 
in  several  instances  in  the  English  courts.  ( Vide  Richards  v. 
ChamberSj  10  Vea.  i?.  380.  Lee  v.  Muggeridge^  1  Vea.  <&  Becmie^ 
B.  118.) 

In  a  comparatively  late  case,  where  the  fund  was  limited  in  trust 
for  the  separate  use  of  the  wife  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself 
and  her  husband,  and  if  she  should  survive  him,  then  in  trust  for 
her  and  her  assigns  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  as  to  one 
moiety  of  the  fund,  for  her  use,  to  be  disposed^of  by  her  in  such 
manner  as  she  should,  by  deed  or  will,  notwithstanding  her  covert- 
ure, direct,  it  was  held  that  she  could  not  dispose  of  the  moiety 
during  the  coverture.     {Nixon  v.  Nixony  2  Jonee  <&  Lot.  R,  416*) 

Where  an  appointment  by  the  wife  is  necessary,  the  trustees 
acting  on  her  behalf  need  not  join  as  parties  to  it  unless  their  con- 
currence be  expressly  required  by  the  power.    (Grighy  v.  Cba?,  1 
Yes.  Sen.  R.  518.    Essex  v.  Atkins^  14  Ves.  R.  547.    PyTms  v. 
Smith,  1  Yes.  Jan.  R.  169,  393.) 

§  313.  If  the  fund  be  given  to  the  wife,  to  be  "  at  her  sole  and 
separate  disposal,"  or  to  be  disposed  of  by  her  "  by  will  or  deed," 
notwithstanding  coverture,  the  absolute  fund  will  vest  in  her 
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wMoh  she  may  dispoBe  of  as  a  feme^cie  under  her  general  poorer 
to  do  80,  and  without  any  of  the  xseremonies  required  hj  the 
special  power  provided  for  her.  {Rdbmson  v.  DusgaU^  2  Vem.  S. 
181.  Maskdyne  v.  Maskelyne^  Awbler^a  R.  750.  PhWips  t. 
Chcmbertame^  2  F^.  i?,  51, 58.    ^«2k77i  r.  <?Jmj^,  13  *.  108.) 

There  is  a  apeeies  of  limitations,  says  Mr.  Bright,  very  similar 
to  those  in  which  the  wife  takes  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  a 
powerof  appointment,  which,  without  minute  attention,  are  likely 
to  mislead,  since  sueh  limitations  have  been  held  to  give  the  wife 
an  absiotlute  interest,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  the  testator^s  inten- 
tion that  the  wife  should  have  the  property  absolutely,  qualified 
and  guarded  only  during  the  coverture  in  respect  of  her  situation 
as  a  married  woman,  and  to  prevent  the  fund,  upon  her  death, 
beooming  the  property  of  her  husband  as  her  administrator,  in  the 
event  of  his  being  the  survivor.  (2  Brigkfs  HuAand  and  Wife^ 
248,  T^errmg  to  EUwi  v.  Shqppcard^  1  Bro.  C.  C.  532.) 

In  a  late  case  where  a  testator  desired  his  daughter's  share  to  be 
secured  intheionds,  and.for  his  trustee  to  pay  in  the  dividends, 
and  he  wished  that  neither  the  principal  nor  the  interest  of  the 
funds  should  be  subject  to  the  control  of  any  husband  she  might 
mftnry,  but  that  the  same  should  be  subject  to  her  will  only,  prop- 
erly ejcecuted,  whether  covert  or  sole,  at  her  decease,  it  was  held 
that  the  daughter  took  an  absolute  interest.  {Tawney  v«  Ward^  1 
Jieav.  R.  563.  And  vide  Baker  v.  Newton^  2  ib.  112.  Mayer  v, 
Tmxmhend^Z  ib.  4AZ:) 

It  seems  from  the  authorities  that  if  the  interest  of  a  fund  be 
directed  to.  be  paid  as  dkfeme-covert  should  appoint,  by  note  or  writ- 
ing, und^  her  hand,  and  for  want  of  such  appointment,  then  into 
her  own  hands  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  she  may  dispose  of  it 
either  under  her  general  power  incident  to  her  life  estate,  or  by  the 
particular  mode  prescribed  by  the  special  authority.  (  Vide  WiUs 
V.  Dawkinsy  12  Vea.  R  501.  Brawn  v.  Zike,  14  H.  302.  Bull- 
pin  V.  Clarke^  17  ib.  365.    SUad  v.  iVW«w,  2  Beav.  R.  245.) 

§  314.  The  American  authorities  are  very  decided  that  where 
property  is  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  ^feme-covert^  she  is  to  be 
r^arded  as  ^fem&^oU  as  to  such  separate  estate,  to  the  extent  that 
she  may  dispose  of  it  without  the  consent  or  concurrence  of  her 
trustee,  unless  she  is  specially  restrained  by  the  instrument  under 
whidi  she  acquires  such  separate  estate,  and  although  a  particular 
mode  pf  disposition  be  specifically  pointed  out  in  the  instrument  or 
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deed  of  settlement^  it  will  not  preclude  her  adopting  another  mode 
of  disposition;  unless  there  are  negative,  words  restraining  her 
power  of  disposition,  except  in  the  very  mode  so  pointed  out,  and 
she  may  give  her  separate  property  to  her  husband  or  to  any  other 
X>erson,  if  her  disposition  of  it  be  free,  and  not  the  result  of  flattery 
or  force,  or  improper  treatment.  {Firemm-s  Ine.  Oo^  of  Albany 
V.  Bay,  4  Barb.  B.  407.  Guild  y.  Peck,  11  Paige's  Ch^B.  475. 
Vesonneau  v.  Pegramh,  2  LeigKa  B.  183.  Jaqws  v.  Methodist 
J^nscopal  Church,  17  Johm.  B.  648.  WhitaU  v.  Clark,  2  Edw. 
Ch.  JS.  149.)  Aud  the  doctrine  has  been,  carried  s6  far  that,  by  the 
permission  of  her  husband^  the  wife  may  become  a  sole  trader,  and 
be  entitled  to  all  her  earnings.  {Megraih  v.  Bobertson,  1  Dessau, 
jB.445.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  woman  whose  husband  is  banished,  and 
his  estate  confiscated,  is  to  be  considered  as  ekfem^isole  in  every 
pointy  of  view.  {Wri^  v.  Wriffht,  2  Besscm,.  B.  244.)  And  it 
was  even  held  in  one  case  that  if  the  husband  flies  the  country  and 
remains  absent,  his  wife  is  regarded  as  a  fem&^oU,  and  has  the 
right  to  convey  property.  {l^rcv^hUm  v.  HUl,  2  JSayw,  B.  406.) 
The  wife  may  mortgage  her  separate  property  for  her  husband's 
debts.  {Demerest  v.  Wyneoop,  3  Johns.  Ch.  B.  128.)  And  she 
may  execute,  by  will,  a  power  in  favor  of  a  husband  given  to  her 
when  sole,  over  her  real  estate.  {Bradish  v.  CUbhs,  3  Johns.  Ch. 
B.  623.  Burr  v.  Burr,  7  HiiPs  B.  207,  213.)  But  in  Connecti- 
cot,  it  has  been  held  that  a  vriU,  executed  by  a  f^me-oovert,  devis- 
ing her  real  estate  to  her  husband,  id  void.  {Fitdh  v.  Brainard,  2 
Bay's  B.  163.) 

A  married  woman  can  do  no  act  which  tends  to  the  destruction 
of  her  trust  estiate ;  as,  when  she  gave  a  note  with  her  hasband, 
upon  which  a  judgment  was  obtained  and  the  trust  estate  sold,  a 
court  of  equity  will  enjoin  the  proceedings  at  law.  ( Watson  v. 
Cheshire,  1  MoCord^s  Ch.  B.  241.)  Words  implying  a  separate 
use  in  a  wife,  will  be  construed  a  separate  estate.  When  a  father 
makes  a  deed  of  gift  to  his  married  daughter  of  personal  property, 
the  court  will  presmne  he  intended  to  give  her  a  separate  estate. 
{Johnson  V.  Thompsfm,  4  Dessau.  B.  458.) 

Equity  will  give  effect  to  a  deed  conveying  property  to  a  feme- 
caoert  for  her  exclusive  use  even  when  no  trustee  is  appointed,  and 
will  consider  the  husband  a  trustee,  although,  of  course,  to  create  a 
trust  estate,  the  intent  must  be  clear.    {Barkins  v.  CoaiUer,  2  Por^ 
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ter*8  H.  463.)  An  agreement  entered  into  before  marriage  with 
her  husband  by  the  wife,  that  she  shall  have  the  power  to  dispose 
of  her  real  and  personal  estate  daring  coverture,  will  enable  her  to 
do  so.  Although  such  agreement  becomes  extinguished  at  law,  by 
the  subsequent  marriage,  yet  equity  supports  it,-  and  will  compel 
the  husband  to  perform  it.  The  wife  has  the  right  not  only  of 
selling  ner  separate  estate  but  with  the  proceeds  thereof  of  purchas- 
ing other  property,  even  from  her  husband,  and  to  hold  the 
substituted  property  as  her  separate  estate,  free  from  the  control  or 
debts  of  her  husband.  And  she  may  purchase  with  her  separate 
estate  either  mortgages  or  judgments  against  her  husband,  and 
hold  such  securities  as  a  part  of  her  separate  estate,  and  enforce 
the  collection  thereof  by  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  of 
the  lands  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judgments.  And  at  the  sale 
she- may  purchase  in  her  own  name,  the  real  estate  of  her  husband, 
and  hold  the  same  as  part  of  her  separate  estate.  {Strong  v. 
SkinneTy  4  JSari.  H.  546.) 

§  815.  A  feme-^fovert  may,  either  in  person  or  by  her  l^ally 
authorized  agent,  bind  her  separate  estate  with  the  payment  of 
debts  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  or  contracted  upon 
the  credit  of  that  estate,  to  the  same  extent  that  the  estate  of  a 
feme-sole  is  chargeable  with  her  debts,  at  common  law.  {North 
Am.  Coal  Co.  v.  Dyett^  7  Paige^a  Ch,  H.  15.)  Although  she  is 
incapable  of  charging  herself  at  law,  and  equally  incapable  in 
equity  of  charging  herself  personally  with  debts,  yet  the  courts 
have  often  held  that  separate  debts  contracted  by  her  expressly  on 
her  own  account,  shall  in  all  cases  be  considered  an  appointment 
or  appropriation  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditor,  as  to  so  much  of 
her  separate  estate  as  is  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt,  if  she  be  not 
disabled  to  charge  it  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  settlement. 
{Gardner  v.  Gardner ^  22  Wend.  H.  528.  Murray  v.  BartUU^  4 
Sim:  JR.  82.)  Chancery  considers  the  debt  as  a  valid  chaige  pro 
tanio,  and  will  at  least  enforce  its  collection  specifically,  by  fixing 
it  as  a  lien  upon  the  separate  estate.  {Gardner  v.  Gardner ^  supra. 
Owens  V.  Dickenson^  1  Oraig  cfe  Phil.  Ch.  £.  48.)  The  wife  may 
contract  such  debt  directly  to  her  husband.  In  such  case  she  will 
be  considered  as  acting  as  a  feme-sole^  or  under  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment in  favor  of  her  husband.  {Gardner  v.  Gardner ^  supra. 
Jleatley  v.  Thomas,  15  Ves.  H.  596.)  She  may  deal  with  her 
husband  or  with  her  trustee  in  regard  to  her  separate  estate.    She 
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may  go  surety  for  her  husband,  mortgage  her  estate  to  secure  his 
debt,  or  otherwise  chargp  her  estate  on  his  account.  {Janes  v.  Fisk^ 
9  Sme.  <&  Marsh.  R.  144.   BameU  v.  Zichtenstevriy  39  JBarh.  R,  194.) 

Chancellor  Kent  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  jwwer  of  disposition 
of  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  by  her,  is  not  absolute,  but  only 
*mJ  inodo^  to  the  extent  of  the  power  given  her  by  the  instrument ; 
and  if  the  instrument  points  out  a  particular  manner  of  disposi- 
tion, that  then  no  other  c(^n  be  adopted,  although  there  is  no 
express  prohibition  of  any  other  mode ;  and  there  are  other  respect- 
able authorities  of  the  same  purport.  {Jaqiies  v.  Methodist  Epis- 
copal ChvTch^  3  Johns.  Ch,  R.  77.  Lancaster  v.  DoUm^  1  RoajcUSs 
R.  231.  Thomas  v.  Farwell^  2  Wharton's  R.  11.  Morgan  y, 
JElam,  4  Yerg.  R,  375.  Rogers  v.  Smithy  4  Penn.  R.  93.)  But 
the  better  opinion  is  that  a  /eme-eovert  is  absolutely  a  feme-sole 
with  respect  to  her  separate  estate,  when  she  is  not  specially 
restrained  by  the  instrument  under  which  she  acts,  to  some  par- 
ticular mode  of  disposition ;  and  although  a  particular  mode  of 
disposition  is  pointed  out,  it  will  not  preclude  her  from  adopting 
any  other  mode  of  disposition,  unless  there  are  words  restraining  her 
power  of  disposition  to  the  very  mode  so  pointed  out.  {Jacques 
V.  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  17  Johns.  R.  548.  Vezonn^au  v. 
Pegram,  2  Leigh^s  R.  183.  West  v.  West,  3  Ramlolph's  R.  373. 
WhitaJcer  v.  Blair,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  R.  239.  Strong  v.  Skinner,  4 
Barh.  R.  546,  553.  Maclin  y.  Burroughs,  14  Ohio,  St.  R.  519. 
Leay craft  v.  Hodden,  5  Greenes  Ch.  R.  512.) 

§  316.  The  rule  with  respect  to  the  wife's  power  to  charge  her 
separate  estate,  has  been  recently  explained  by  the  court  of 
appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York,  where  it  was  held  that  a  feyne- 
covert  does  not  charge  her  separate  estate  by  the  execution  of  a 
promissory  note  with  her  husband  and  as  his  surety,  not  for  her 
own  benefit  or  the  enhancement  of  her  estate,  and  further  that 
equity  recognizes  a  married  woman's  debt  and  charges  it  upon  her 
separate  estate,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  contracting  it  is  of  itself 
an  appointment  or  charge,  but  because,  when  contracted  on  the 
credit  of  the  separate  estate,  or  for  its  benefit,  or  that  of  the  woman, 
it  is  just  that  the  estate  should  answer  it.  But  that  when  the  mar- 
ried woman  is  a  mere  surety,  then  equity  will  not  enforce  against 
her  a  promise  which  is  void  at  law,  and  in  such  a  case  her  separate 
estate  can  only  be  charged  by  virtue  of  some  instrument  for  that 
express  purpose.    {Yale  v.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.  R,  265.)    * 
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And  it  was  held  by  the  same  court  in  the  same  case,  upon 
another  hearing,  that  in  order  to  create  a  charge  upon  the  separate 
estate  of  a  feme-^iovert^  the  intention  to  do  so  must  be  declared  in 
the  very  contract  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  charge,  or  the  con- 
sideration must  be  obtained  for  the  direct  benefit  of  the  estate 
itself,  and  that  the  signing  of  a  promissory  note  by  a  wife  as  the 
mere  surety  of  her  husband,  though  she  intended  to  charge  her 
separate  estate,  did  not  have  the  effect  to  charge  it.  {YaU  t. 
Dederer,  22.  iT.  T.  B.  450,) 

§  317.  When  the  case  of  TaU  y.  Dederer^  was  last  before  the 
court  of  appeals  of  New  York,  Sdden,  J.,  went  into  an  elaborate 
review  of  the  cases  upon  the  subject  of  the  power  of  the  wife  to 
charge  her  separate  estate,  and  the  ground  upon  which  a  chai^ 
was  established  was  distinctly  stated.  The  judge  substantially 
remarks,  that  if  the  instrument  by  which  the  wife's  separate  estate 
was  created,  conferred  upon  her  either  a  general  or  qualified  power 
of  disposition,  no  one  ever  questioned  her  right  to  execute  this 
power;  but  that  independently  of  any  such  special  authority,  the 
right  of  the  wife  to  dispose  of  or  charge  her  separate  property  was 
established  soon  after  the  introduction  of  such  estates,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  right  of  disposal  was  a  necessary  incident  of  the 
right  of  property;  and  that  this  imiversal  jus  dieponendi  was 
the  sole  and  only  foundation  of  this  right.  This  doctrine*  the 
learned  judge  extracted  from  the  leading  and  standard  authorities 
upon  the  subject,  both  English  and  American.  Assuming  this 
doctrine  to  be  the  foundation  .of  the  right  of  the  wife  in  such  cases, 
it  is  plain  that  to  avail  herself  of  it,  she  must  make  some  specific 
disposition  of  the  specific  property  itself.  It  is  clearly  impossible 
to  deduce  from  the^W  dieponendi^  which  accompanies  all  rights  of 
property,  power  to  make  any  contracts,  except  such  as  rdated 
directly  to  the  property  to  which  the  right  of  disposition  is  attached. 

It  is  frankly  admitted  that  some  of  the  earlier  English  author- 
ities established  the  doctrine  that  the  separate  estate  of  a  married 
woman  was  liable  for  the  payment  of  her  bond,  although  the  bond 
in  no  way  referred  to  such  separate  estate,  and  even  when  the  bond 
was  given  for  money  lent  to. the  husband;  and  upon  the  same 
principle  the  separate  estate  of  tho  wife  would  be  liable  for  all  of 
her  debts,  however  created,  whether  by  bond,  note,  or  by  a  mere 
oral  promise.  While  all  of  the  English  chancellors,  from  Lord 
Loughb<Trough  to  and  including  Lord  Cottenham,  have  held  to  the 
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doctrine  of  this  liability  of  the  wife's  separate  estate,  tliey  have 
greatlj  fluctuated  in  regard  to  the  principle  or  theory  upon  which 
the  doctrine  is  sustained.  The  courts  of  New  York  have  never, 
as  jet,  adopted  the  doctrines  of  the  English  court  of  chancery  on 
the  subject ;  certainly  not  to  their  full  extent ;  and,  in  the  judgment 
of  Judge  Selden,  it  would  be  inexpedient  to  do  so.  The  learned 
judge  remarks:  ^^If  we  attempt  to  follow  a  class  of  decisions 
which  obviously  rest  upon  no  solid  basis  of  princij^les,  we  can 
never  arrive  at  any  settled  conclusion.  *  *  *  No  rule  can  ever 
be  stable  the  reasons  for  which  are  constantly  changing.  If  we 
desire  precision  and  certainty  in  this  branch  of  the  law,  we  must 
recur  to  the'  foundation  of  the  power  of  a  feme-covert  to  charge 
her  separate  estate ;  and  this  has  heretofore  arisen  solely  from  her 
incidental  power  to  dispose  of  that  estate.  Starting  from  this 
point,  it  is  plain  that  no  debt  can  be  a  charge  which  is  not  con- 
nected by  agreement,  either  express  or  implied,  with  the  estate. 
If  contracted  for  the  direct  benefit  of  the  estate  itself,  it  would,  of 
course,  become  a  lien,  upon  a  well  founded  presumption  that  the 
parties  so  intended,  and  in  analogy  to  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
mortgages  for  purchase-money.  But  no  other  kind  of  debt  can,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  be  thus  charged  without  some  affirmative  act  of  the 
wife  evincing  that  intention ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  her  acts 
in  this  respect  should  not  be  tested  by  the  same  principles  and 
rules  of  evidence  which  are  applied  to  similar  questions  in  other 
cases." 

The  .view  of  Judge  Selden  was  concurred  in,  and  adopted  by  a 
majority  of  the  court,  and  it  was  accordingly  held  ''  that  the  inten- 
tion to  charge  the  separate  estate  must  be  stated  in  the  contract 
itself,  or  the  consideration  must  be  one  going  to  the  direct  benefit 
of  the  esl^te."  This  is  substantially  the  doctrine  of  the  English 
court  of  chancery,  that  the  court  has  no  power  against  a  fem^ 
covert  inpersoncmij  but  that,  if  she  has  separate  property,  the  court 
has  control  over  that  separate  property.  But  in  all  cases  the 
court  must  proceed  in  rem  against  the  property.  {Frtmoia  v. 
Wigzdl,  1  Madd.  R.  258.) 

In  the  case  of  Francis  v.  WiyzeUy  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  said : 
*^  There  is  no  case  in  which  this  court  has  made  a  personal  decree 
against  a  feme-^scvert.  She  may  pledge  her  separate  property,  and 
make  it  answerable  for  her  engagements ;  but,  when  her  trustees  are 
not  made  parties  to  a  bill,  and  no  particular  frmd  is  sought  to  be 
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chained,  but  only  a  personal  decree  against  her,  the  bill  cannot  be 
sustained."  And  in  a  case  before  the  late  assistant  vice-chancellor, 
Sandford,  of  the  New  York  court  of  chancery,  it  was  expressly  hdd 
that  the  6epai*ate  estate  of  a  married  woman  is  net  always  liable 
for  her  debts ;  that  the  debt  must  have  been  contracted  either  for 
her  separate  estate,  or  relying  on  it  for  payment.  {Curtis  v.  Engd^ 
2  SaTid.  Ch.  R.  287.  Vide  oho  Frazier  v.  BrawrdoWy  3  Ired,  Eq. 
JR.  236.    McKay  v.  AHm,  6  Terg.  E.  45.) 

But  independent  of  statutory  provision,  the  rule  laid  down  in 
the  case  of  Yale  v.  Dederer  upon  this  subject,  is  the  true  doctrine, 
and  will  undoubtedly  be  ultimately  recognized  by  all  tlie  Ameri- 
can courts.  The  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York  adheres 
so  rigidly  to  the  rule  as  to  hold,  that  the  subsequent  promise  of  the 
married  woman  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  her  separate  estate,  will  not 
supply  the  defect  of  proof  in  the  original  contract.  (  White  v. 
Story^  Adtninistratory  43  JBari.  H.  124.)  And  again,  that  the 
power  of  a  married  woman  to  charge  her  separate  estate  should  not 
be  extended  beyond  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  court  of  appeals  in 
the  case  of  Yale  v.  Dederer.  {Bellows  v.  Oawley,  36  Barb.  JS.  52.) 
In  a  recent  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin,  Chief  Justice 
Dixon,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  c^urt,  reviewed  the  cases 
bearing  on  the  question,  and  approved  of  the  ruling  in  Yale  v. 
DedereTy  reported  in  18  i\r.  Y.  B.  265,  but  disapproved  of  the  rul- 
ing in  the  case  as  reported  in  22  N.  Y.  B.  450.  {Todd  v.  Zee^  15 
Wis.  B.  365.) 

And  in  a  late  case  in  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  without 
ruling  as  to  the  extent  of  the  power  of  a  married  woman  over  her 
separate  estate  by  way  of  charging  it  with  debts  contracted  bj 
her,  it  was  held,  on  the  weight  of  authority  in  that  state,  that  a 
court  of  equity  will  give  execution  against  her  separate  estate,  not 
only  for  debts  created  for  the  benefit  of  such  estate,  but  for  her 
own  benefit  in  her  support.  {Kant/rowitz  v.  Prathery  6  Law  Beg. 
{N.  aS.]  602,.  604.  Vide  also  Major  v.  SymmeSy  19  Ind.  B.  117.) 
But  the  form  in  which  the  wife  may  bind  her  separate  estate  may 
depend  upon 'the  deed  or  instrument  under  which  she  holds  it. 
(  Vide  Hicks  v.  Johnstoriy  24  Geo.  R.  194.  CaJdwM  v.  Sa/vagey  30 
Ala.  B.  283.) 

§  318.  Judge  Story  says  that  the  doctrines  maintained  by  courts 
of  equity,  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  liability  of  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  a  married  woman  for  her  debts  and  other  chai^ 
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created  daring  coyertare^  are  somewhat  artificial  in  their  texture, 
and,  therefore,  require  to  be  carefully  distinguished  from  each 
other,  as  they  cannot  all  be  resolved  into  the  general  proposition, 
that  she  is,  as  to  such  property,  to  be  deemed  s^feme-^ole.  In 
the  first  place,  her  separate  property  is  not,  in  equity,  liable  for  the 
payment  of  her  general  debts,  or  for  her  general  pei*sonal  engage- 
ments. So  far,  courts  of  equity  follow  the  analogies  of  the  com- 
mon law.  If,  therefore,  a  married  woman  should,  during  her 
coverture,  contract  debts  generally,  without  doing  any  act  indicat- 
ing an  intention  to  charge  her  separate  estate  with  the  payment 
of  them,  courts  of  equity  will  not  entertain  any  jurisdiction  to 
enforce  payment  thereof  out  of  such  estate  during  her  life. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  he  says,  her  separate  estate  will,  in 
equity,  be  held  liable  for  aU  her  debts,  charges,  incumbrances,  and 
other  engagements,  which  she  does  expressly,  or  by  implication 
chai^  thereon ;  for,  having  the  absolute  power  of  disposing  of  the 
whole,  she  may,  a  fortiori^  dispose  of  a  part  thereof.  Her  agree- 
ment, however,  creating  the  charge,  is  not  (it  has  been  said),  prop- 
erly speaking,  an  obligatory  contract,  for,  as  a  feme-covert,  she  is 
incapable  of  contracting ;  but  is  rather  an  appointment  out  of  her 
separate  estate.  The  power  of  appointment  is  incident  to  the 
power  of  enjoyment  of  her  separate  property ;  and  every  security 
thereon  executed  by  her  is  to  be  deemed  an  appointment  pro 
tanto  of  the  separate  estate.  (2  Story's  JSc[.  Jur.  §§  1398, 1899, 
and  vide  aiUhorUies  there  died.) 

§  319.  The  coarts  have  settled  some  general  principles  with 
respect  to  the  rights  of  a  married  woman  regai*ding.  her  separate 
estate,  which  may  be  noted.  These  principles  will  be  extracted 
from  the  authorities  without  any  particular  reference  to  the  date 
of  the  decisions  or  the  kindred  nature  of  the  rules  which  are 
established.  A  contract  for  a  valuable  consideration,  by  which  a 
husband  agrees  to  transfer  certain  property  to  his  wife,  although 
void  at  law,  will  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  equity.  {Jojiee-Y.  Jonee^ 
18  Md.  K  468.) 

That  a  husband  has  had  the  use  of  his  wife's  separate  property 
for  bis  own  purposes,  is  a  good  consideration  for  his  conveyance  of 
land  for  the  use  of  his  wife.  {HiU  v.  West,  8  OUo  R.  222.) 
Possession  of  money  by  a  married  woman  is  evidence,  but  not  suf- 
ficient evidence,  of  her  ownerehip  of  it,  as  against  her  husband's 
creditors.    {Caldwell  v.  Copdand,  87  PeM%.  R.  480.) 
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Of  course,  the  wife  may  sell  her  separate  estate  to  pay  the  debts 
of  her  husband,  unless  she  is  restrained  firom  doing  so  by  the  t^ms 
of  the  instrument  under  which  she  holds  such  separate  estate^ 
{JBlooh  V.  Oalway,  24  Penn.  H,  18.) 

A  feme-coveH  can  charge  the  whole,  or  a  portion  of  her  separate 
estate,  as  a  surety  for  her  husband,  the  intention  to  charge  sndi 
separate  estate  being  declared  in  the  contract.  And,  although  the 
instrument  by  which  she  promises  to  pay  the  debt  of  her  husband 
out  of  her  separate  estate  declares  that  the.  consideration  is  for  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  instead  of  stating  the  real  consider- 
ation, this  w^l  not  vitiate  the  instrument  or  exempt  the  wife's 
separate  estate,  provided  she  expressly  charges  her  separate  estate 
in  the  instrument.    {Bamett  v.  lAehienstein^  39  Barb.  R.  194.) 

A  married  woman  may  employ  counsel  to  procure  a  divorce  for 
her  from  her  husband,  and  when  she  does  so  she  is  liable  to  him 
for  his  compensation,  and  the  same  is  a  charge  upon  her  separate 
estate.    {OamdU  v.  Moare^  19  Arh.  R.  257.) 

By  an  antenuptial  agreemeAt  a  woman  gave  to  her  future  has. 
band  a  sum  of  money,  he  agreeing  to  pay  to  her  interest  thereon 
during  her  life,  the  same  as  though  she  remained  ^sole,  and  as  if 
the  money  was  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  at  her  death  bs 
to  be  at  liberty  to  dispose  of  both  principal  and  interest  without 
any  reference  to  the  agreement ;  the  interest  was  regarded  the  hos- 
band's  to  dispose  of  by  wilL     {Mory  v.  MicJuid^  18  Md.  R,  227.) 

When  land  was  purchased  for  a  married  woman,  as  a  homestead, 
with  her  separate  means,  and  she  went  into  possession  and  made 
valuable  improvements  thereon  with  her  own  separate  funds,  an 
arrangement  between  husband  and  wife  in  respect  to  such  purchase, 
when  there  was  no  fraudulent  intent,  is. lawful  and  will  be. sus- 
tained. And  though,  in  such  a  case,  the  conveyance  of  the 
property  was  made,  through  mistake,  to  the  husband  instead  of 
the  wife,  her  equity  is  superior  to  that  of  a  creditor  of  the  husband 
whose  debt  matured  and  whose  judgment  was  recovered  after  the 
title  to  the  property  had  passed  from  the  husband  and  wife  by 
conveyance  to  bona  fide  creditors.  {Daman  v.  JSaUy  38  jBarbaur^i 
R.  136.) 

Whenever  a  husband  has  received  or  borrowed  the  property  of 
his  wife,  under  circumstances  which  in  a  court  of  equity  would  be 
regarded  as  creating  a  debt  to  her,  from  him,  and  as  entitling  her 
to  be  considered  and  treated  as  his  creditor  therefor^  he  will  be 
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allowed  to  pay  such  debt  from  his  property,:  in  the  same  manxier 
and  upon  the  same  principles,  on  which  he  would ,  be  allowed  to 
pay  any  other  debt  to  any  other  creditor ;  aind  a  payment  to  her  or 
a  transfer  of  property  to  her,  in  consideration  of  such  debt,  will  not 
be  regarded  as  a  gift,  or  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  property  in 
fraud  of  his  creditors.  This  is  independent  of  any  statutory 
provision.    {McCartney^  Receiver y  y.  Welch^  44  Barb.  JR.  271.) 

So  also  when  a  liusband  is  indebted  to  his  wife  in  a  certain  sum, 
for  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  her  separate  real  estate,  which 
sum  she  had  lent  to  him,  he  agreeing  to  keep  it  for  her,  and  treat 
it  as  her  separate  property,  and  repay  it  to  her  with  in tcarest,  equity 
will  hold  the  husband  to  be  the  trustee  of  his  wife  for  that  amount, 
and  allow  time  tx>  pay  her  the  same,  upon  his  becoming  insolvent, 
in  the  same  manner  that  he  might  pay  any  other,  creditor.  But  to 
authorize  him  to  prefer  his  wife  as  a  creditor,  it  is  necessary  that 
the  money  in  his  hands  should  be  held  and  regarded  as  between 
them,  at  and  from  its  receipt  by  him,  as  a  loan  from  heir ;.  that  he 
be  deemed  to  be  in  fact  a  debtor  to. her  for  tlie  same;  and  that 
they  should  have  constantly  and  intentionally  treated  the  same  in 
his  Iiands  as  her  separate  property.  (  Woodworth  v.  tSaeety  44  JBarb. 
R.  268.    DwnfoHh  v.  Woods,  H  Paige's  Ch.  R.  9.) 

§  320.  A,  feme-covert  may,  as  respects  h^r  separate  estate,  become 
surety  for  her  husband,  and  she  is  entitled  as  against  him  and  his 
creditor,  to  all  the  rights  as  a  surety.  {Neimcewicz  v.  Oahn,  3 
Paige's  Ch.  R.  614.  11  W&nd.  R.  312.  VaHie  v.  Underwood^ 
18  JBarb.  R.  661.)  So  if  the  wife  mortgages  her  property  as 
security  for  the  husband's  debt,  she  is  entitled  in  equity  to  have  his 
interest  in  the  land,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  first  sold  and 
applied  to  its  extinguishment.  (lb.)  And  when  the  wife  pledges 
her  separate  estate,  or  her  reversionary  interest  in  her.real  property, 
for  the  debt  of  her  husband,  she  is  entitled  to  the  ordinary  rights 
and  privileges  of  a  surety.  {Hawley  v.  Bradfordy  9  Podge's  C%. 
R.  200.) 

Possession  of  the  wife's  separate  property  by  the  husband,  if  not 
inconsistent  with  the  trust,  is  not  fraudulent'  as  against  his  cred- 
itors. {Merriii  v.  ZyoTi,  3  Barb.  R.  110.  Vide  also  Bancow  v. 
KuAny  36  Penn.  R.  383.) 

When  the  wife  gives  a  mortgage  of  her  land  as  collateral  to  her 
husband's  debt,  the  husband  cannot  pay  it,  and  take  a  transfer  ia 
trust  for  himself ;  and  a  bona  fde  purchaser  for  value  from  the 
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trustee  has  no  equity  as  against  the  wife.     {Fitch  v.  CoiJual^  2 
Sand.  Oh.  H.  29.    And  vide  Zoomer  v.  Wheelwrighty  5  tS.  136.) 

Where  real  estate  of  a  wife,  which  is  held  subject  to  the  marital 
rights  of  her  husband,  is  ^Id,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  being 
money  or  personal  property,  belong  to  the  husband ;  and,  if  the 
same  is  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  an  incumbrance  upon 
the  wife's  separate  estate,  without  the  husband's  assent,  he  has  an 
equitable  claim  against  the  wife's  separate  estate  for  the  money. 
(Martin  v.  Ma/rtin^  1  {hmst.  H.  473.) 

§  321.  The  creditor  of  the  husband  cannot  subject  the  proceeds 
of  the  wife's  separate  estate  to  their  claims  against  the  husband. 
{Gross  V.  Ransom^  16  Cal.  E,  322.)    • 

Equity  will  not  give  any  relief,  out  of  the  wife's  separate  estate, 
to  the  creditor  of  the  husband,  when  the  debt  is  not  on  account  of 
the  wife,  but  is  the  debt  of  the  husband.  {Hat£s  appeal^  40  Penn. 
JR.  209.)  And  an  execution  issued  against  the  wife's  separate 
estate  in  favor  of  the  creditor  of  the  husband  will  be  restrained 
by  injunction.    {Hunter's  appeal^  40  Penn.  P.  194.) 

But  a  feme-covert  has  a  right  to  make  a  gift  to  her  husband  of 
the  use  and  income  of  her  separate  estate,  and,  consequently,  his 
creditors  may  attach  such  income  or  other  property  for  which  it 
has  been  exchanged ;  and  acquiesence  on  the  part  of  the  wife  in  the 
husband's  receipt  of  the  profits  of  her  estate,  will  be  equivalent  to 
a  gift.    {Gage  v.  Dauchy,  28  Barb.  P.  622.) 

A  married  woman,  whose  separate  property  has  been  sold  under 
an  execution  against  her  husband,  may  come  into  equity  for  its 
recovery,  when  no  trustee  was  created  by  the  deed  which  created 
her  separate  estate.  {Cole  v.  Varner^  81  Ala.  P.  244.)  The  sepa- 
rate estate  of  the  wife  can  be  barred  only  by  her,  or  by  some  one 
acting  for  her.  {Whitesca/rver  v.  Bonney,  9  Iowa  P.  480.)  A 
mortgage  given  to  a  husband  and  wife  for  the  wife's  separate 
money,  cannot  be  discharged  by  the  husband  alone.  {McKinney 
V.  Hamilton^  51  Penn.  P.  63.) 

A  feme-covert  may  transmit  her  separate  property  to  her  husband 
through  the  medium  of  a  trustee.  {Lcfiois  v.  Baldwin^  11  Ohio  P. 
362.    Aibott  v.  Burd,  6  Black/.  P.  510.) 

If  a  wife  thinks  fit  or  proper  to  keep  up  an  establishment  against 
the  wishes  of  the  husband,  what  is  applied  for  the  establishment 
will  be  a  consideration  for  payments  out  of  her  estate  on  that 
account    That  the  proceeds  of  the  settled  fimds  having  been 
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placed  to  the  wife's  account  at  her  banker's,  and  applied  princi- 
pally to  tlie  current  expenses  of  the  establisliment  of  the  husband 
and  herself,  by  the  order  and  direction  of  the  wife,  the  husband 
being  the  agent  in  their  application  as  to  moneys  so  applied,  it 
was  held  there  was  a  defective  appointment  which  ought  to  be 
aided  by  the  court.  If  the  husband  have  not  in  any  degree 
influenced  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the  wife,  there  is  no  reason  why 
lier  assets,  including  the  trust  funds  which  have  become  her  assets, 
by  the  exercise  of  her  power,  should  not  be  bound  to  the  same 
extent  as  the  assets  of  any  other  person,  not  under  the  disability 
of  coverture,  would  be  bound  in  the  same  circumstances. 

The  rights  of  married  women  may  be  barred,  and  their  estates 
affected  by  active  participation  in  breaches  of  trust,  and  if — ^their 
powers  having  been  exercised  by  will — ^the  trust  funds  become 
their  assets,  they  must  be  liable  for  those  breaches  of  trust,  it 
would  seem.  But  the  fact  that  a  mar^'ied  woman  having  permitted 
her  husband  to  receive  the  trust  funds,  docs  not  preclude  a  right 
to  release  by  her  or  her  appointee,  for  that  would  be  to  defeat  the 
purpose  for  which  the  trust  was  created — the  protection  of  the 
wife  against  the  husband.  {Hughes  v.  WellSy  9  Harems  H,  749. 
S.  C.  41  JSfig.  Ch.  li.  748.) 

§  322.  In  transactions  between  husband  and  wife  relative  to  the 
separate  estate  of  the  wife,  she,  pritna  facie,  will  be  viewed  in 
the  light  of  a  feme-soUj  and  as  sucli,  as  we  have  sefen,  she  is  com- 
petent to  dispose  of  it  to  him,  or  for  his  use,  subject  to  proof  of 
fraud  or  undue  influence  on  his  part.  {Cniger  v.  Cruger,  6  Barb. 
R,  225.)  And  whenever  she  gives  it  to  her  hiisband,  or  permits 
him  to  re<;eive  it,  she  will  be  precluded  after  his  death  of  charging 
his  estate  witli  wliat  he  so  received.  {Pawlet  v.  Ddavcd^  2  Vea, 
Sen.  R.  663.  Smith  v.  Camelford,  2  Vea.  Jim.  R.  716.  Paioell  v. 
Uankey,  2  P,  Wms.  R.  82.  Squires  v.  Dean,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  326. 
And  vide  Carter  v.  Anderson,  3  Sim.  R,  370.  Beresford  v. 
Armagh,  13  ih.  643.    BarOM  v.  Gifford,  3  Russ.  R.  149.) 

Upon  the  same  principle,  when  the  trustees,  under  the  marriage 
settlement,  had  lent  the  wife's  money  to  the  husband  with  her 
consent,  it  was  held  that  the  husband  was  liable  to  account  for 
only  the  principal.  (-Ec  pao'te  Green^  2  Dea.  (b  Chit.  R.  113.) 
But  if  no  such  consent  be  given,  nor  can  be  presumed,  then  the 
wife  will  be  entitled  to  reimbursement  out  of  her  husband's  estate 
for  the  whole  of  what  he  received  of  her  separate  property. 
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(Pwth^  V.  Brooke^  9  Yes.  R.  688»    Vide  NetOesUp  v.  Netiteship^ 
10  Sim.  R.  236.    AUorney-Oeneral  v.  Paruiher^  3  ^/v?.  C'.  (7. 441.) 

In  fiome  cases  when  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  interest  of  the 
fund  for  life  to  her  separate  use,  with  a  prescribed  power  to 
dispose  of  it,  and  npon  her  death  the  capital  was  given  to  her 
hnsbandy  on  their  filing  a  bill  in  chancery  praying  that  the  prin- 
cipal might  be  immediately  paid  to  her  husband,  and  the  wife 
consenting  to  part  with  her  life  estate,  the  conrt  has  ordered  the 
fond  to  be  paid  or  transferred  to  the  husband.  {Che^yn  v. 
Smithy  8  Ves.  R.  183.  AUen  v.  Papvyorth^  1  Vea.  Sen.  R.  163.) 
But  in  later  cases  snch  a  transfer  has  been  refused,  on  the  ground 
that  the  suit  must  be  considered  that  of  the  husband,  and  the 
wife,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  snit,  must  be  taken  to  be  entirely 
nndet  the  influence  of  the  husband.  {Sim/ma  y.  Horwoodj  1 
Keene^8  R.  7.) 

It  may,  therefore,  be  considered  as  settled,  that  whether  tho 
wife's  interest  is  such  as  she  may  dispose  of  independently  of  any 
special  power,  or  she  has  merely  a  power  to  dispose  of  it,  the  court 
will  not  act  upon  a  bill  filed  by  her  and  her  husband.  (2  BrigMs 
Husband  amd  Wife^  265.) 

The  changes  made  by  statute  with  respect  to  the  wife's  separate 
property,  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 


CHAPTEE  XXIV. 

AirrENUPTIAL  COirrBACTS  AND  BTJLES  RE3PE0TIKG  THEM — ^POST-NUP- 
TTAX  AGREEMENTS  AND  SETTLEMENTS— ^SEPARATE  USES  FOR  FElf SS- 
COVERT. 

§  828.  There  are  certain  rules  with  respect  to  the  contract  of 
husband  and  wife  entered  into  before  marriage,  which  were  not 
noticed  when  treating  of  the  wife's  separate  estate.  These  will 
now  be  referred  to. 

It  appears  to  be  a  well  settled  principle  of  law,  that  all  rights 
dependent  on  the  nuptial  contract  are  governed  by  the  lex  loci  con- 
tractus, aLnd  when  the  parties  marry  with  reference  to  the  lawa 
of  a  particular  place  or  country  as  their  future  domicile,  the 
law  of  that  place  or  country  is  to  govern  in  relation  to  their 
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right  of  property  under  the  marriage.  For  example,  when  a  con- 
tract of  marriage  executed  in  Paris  between  French  citizens 
contained  a  clause  by  which  the  parties  mutually  give  to  e^h  other 
and  the  survivor,  all  the  estate  and  property  acquired  or  purchased, 
or  belonging  to  either  at  the  time  of  his  or  her  death,  to  be  enjoyed 
by  the  survivor  exclusively ;  and  the  husband  afterward  abandoned 
his  wife  and  came  to  reside  in  New  York,  where  he  lived  many 
years,  and  having  acquired  a  large  personal  estate,  died  intestate, 
without  lawful  issue,  leaving  his  wife  living  in  France.  The  late 
court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York  held  that,  under  the 
law  of  France,  by  the  antenuptial  contract,  the  wife,  as  survivor, 
took  all  the  estate  to  the  exclusion  of  the  husband's  relatives,  and 
the  estate  was  decreed  to  the  wife  accordingly.  {JDecouche  v. 
Savetier,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  190.) 

So,  when  an  antenuptial  contract,  made  by  two  residents  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  with  reference  to  removing  to  France,  their 
native  coimtry,  declared  that  they  intended  to  marry  under  the 
law  or  legal  rule  of  community ;  in  giving  effect  to  it  here  it  was 
construed  in  reference  to  that  rule  as  it  existed  in  France  when  the 
marriage  took  place,  though  the  parties  had  abandoned  their  inten- 
tion and  remained  in  the  State  of  New  York.  {Le  Breton  v.  MUeSj 
8  Paige^a  Ch.  B.  261.)  So,  a  marriage  contract  made  by  Prussians, 
in  Prussia,  was  recognized  by  the  surrogate  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  in  construing  a  will  made  by  the  husband  in  this  country. 
{SchvUz  V.  DarTiebmanj  3  Brad.  R.  379.) 

So  abo  a  marriage  contract  made  in  France  between  citizens  of 
that  country,  touching  the  succession  to  the  personalty  of  the 
parties,  was  recognized  and  enforced  here.  {Groshy  y.' Badger ^  3 
Edw.  Ch.  B.  538.)  It  w%8,  however,  held  by  the  late  assistant 
vice-chancellor,  Sandford,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  that  a  marriage 
contract  executed  in  France,  whatever  right  it  may  confer  there 
under  the  French  laws,  cannot  operate  as  a  mortgage  of  the  hus* 
band's  real  estate  situate  in  the  State  of  New  York,  nor  give  the 
wife  priority  over  other  creditors  of  the  husband  in  the  administra- 
tion of  his  estate.  '  {Ordroneaux  v.  Rey^  2  Sand.  Ch.  R.  33.) 

In  France,  the  rights  of  husband  and  wife  with  respect  to  their 
property  may  be  defined  and  regulated  by  a  contract  between  the 
parties  before  marriage ;  and  there  are  two  principles,  either  of 
which  may  be  adopted  in  such  a  contract :  First,  a  community  of 
goods,  which  merges  all  the  personal  property  of  the  wife,  present 
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and  fnttire,  and  all  the  income  of  her  real  estate,  into  an  eventual 
community  of  goods,  of  which  the  hasband  has  the  entire  disposal^ 
without  liability  to  account  to  any  one  for  the  same.  Second,  the 
dotal  system,  which  has  a  different  effect,  and  aims  at  keeping 
separate  the  respective  rights  of  the  parties  to  such  property  as  they 
owned  before  marriage,  and  especially  to  secure  to  the  wife  the 
exclusive  control  and  enjoyment  of  her  estate,  principal  and  interest, 
unless  surrendered  to  the  husband  by  express  stipulation.  The 
parties  may  declare  in  general  terms  that  they  intend  to  marry 
under  the  principle  of  community  of  goods,  or  under  the  dotal 
system,  which  must  be  done  in  a  specific  clause  in  the  contract. 
When  this  is  done  the  intentions  of  the  parties  will  be  enforced  in 
this  country.    (  Vail  v.  Vail,  7  Barh.  B.  226.) 

The  doctrine  that  the  lex  lod  contracttts  shall  control  in  cases  of 
antenuptial  contract  is  well  settled,  and  will  be  recognized,  unless 
the  contract  contains  provisions  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  wherein  it  is  souglit  to  be  enforced.  (jScheforling  v. 
Huffman,  4  Ohio  St,  R.  241.) 

§  324.  Marriage  is  a  good  consideration  to  sustain  a  contract 
made  in  contemplation  of  it,  or  as  Chancellor  Kent  says :  "  Marriage 
has  always  been  held  to  be  the  highest  consideration  in  law." 
'  {Strang  Y.  Arden,  1  JoKvls  Ch.  R,  271.)  And  a  contract  made 
upon  such  consideration  will  be  enforced  in  equity  upon  the 
application  of  any  person  within  the  scope  of  the  consideration  of 
the  marriage.    (2  Story^s  Eq,  Jur,  §  986.) 

The  mutual  stipulations  and  grants  of  the  parties  to  an  ante- 
nuptial contract,  in  favor  of  each  other,  are  alone  sufficient  to  give 
validity  to  the  provisions  of  the  instrument. 

When  it  was  stipulated  in  an  antenuptial  contract  executed  in 
France,  that,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  wife  without  bearing 
children,  her  husband  surviving,  the  real  estate  of  which  she  should 
die  possessed  in  the  United  States,  should  be  immediately  sold^ 
and  the  proceeds  remitted  to  her  husband  ;  this  provision  operated 
as  a  gra/at  to  the  husband,  contingent  upon  the  death  of  the  wife, 
to  which  effect  was  to  be  given  upon  the  principle  of  equitable 
conversion.  And  if  the  antenuptial  agreement  fails  to  appoint  a 
trustee  to  carry  that  object  into  effect,  and  the  heirs  at  law  are 
infants,  a  court  of  equity  has  power  to  appoint  a  trustee  to  sell 
such  real  estate  and  remit  the  powers  to  the  husband.  {fi€ 
Barant  v.  Ooii,  6  Barb.  R.  492.) 
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When  the  husband,  after  covenanting  in  the  deed  of  settlement) 
to  allow  his  wife  to  enjoy  her  separate  property  to  her  own  use 
during  the  coverture,  and  that  she  might  convey  the  same,  and 
adding  that  he  thereby  released  all  his  marital  rights  in  and  over 
the  same,  it  was  held  that  this  release  was  to  be  construed  in 
connection  witli  the  words  immediately  preceding  and  operated  only 
as  to  his  rights  during  coverture,  and  did  not  affect  his  rights  as 
survivor  of  his  wife.    {Stewart  v.  Stewart^  7  Johns.  Ch.  H.  229.) 

The  general  personal  estkte  o^  a  female  infant  is  barred  by  a  settle- 
ment made  npon  her  marriage,  because  such  personal  estate  becomes 
by  the  marriage  the  absolute  property  of  the  husband,  and  the 
settlement  is  in  effect 'his  settlement  and  not  hers.  {Strong  y. 
Wilkin,  1  AwJ.  Ch.  B.  8.) 

§  325.  The  intervention  of  a  trustee  in  an  antenuptial  contract 
IB  not  necessary  to  give  the  wife  control  of  her  separate  estate. 
{StroTig  V.  Skinner,  4  Barh.  B.  546.  Alrama  v.  Whitmorey  4 
Desmu.  B.  255.)  And  when  by  an  antenuptial  agreement  the 
chattels  of  the  woman  are  secured  to  her  without  the  intervention 
of  a  trustee,  equity  will  treat  the  husband  as  trustee,  and  hold  him 
to  account  as  such ;  but  at  law  the  title  is  in  the  husband,  so  that 
he  alone  can  sue  for  the  conversion  of  the  property.  {Blanchard 
\.  Blood,  2  Barh.B.  352.) 

It  is  the  well  settled  doctrine  of  a  court  of  equity,  that  if  real 
or  personal  estate  be  settled  on  a  married  woman  without  the  inter- 
vention of  trustees,  her  interest  will,  notwithstanding,  be  protected 
by  the  conversion  of  the  husband  into  a  trustee ;  and  this  is  the 
rule,  though  the  settlement  be  made  by  an  antenuptial  agreement. 
{Barkins  v.  Gilea,  1  Biceps  Eq.  B.  315.)  And  a  marriage  contract 
entered  into  before  marriage  is  good  without  any  parties  thereto, 
except  the  intended  husband  and  wife.  {Boane  v.  Hem,  1  Wash, 
B.  47.)  In  one  case  in  .the  State  of  South  Carolina,  where  there 
were  no  trustees  named  in  a  marriage  settlement,  the  court  named 
trustees,  although  there  was  no  necessity  for  such  a  proceeding 
provided  there  was  no  objection  to  the  husband  as  a  trustee. 
{Barrett  v.  Barrett,  4  Dessau.  B.  448.) 

When  a  female,  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  conveys  her  real 
estate  to  a  trustee,  with  an  unlimited  power  to  sell  with  her  con- 
sent, or  to  pay  such  sums  for  her  support  and  maintenance  as  she 
may  require,  upon  her  own  receipt,  free  from  the  control  of  any 
husband  she  may  have,  and  the  residue,  if  any,  for  the  benefit  of 
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her  children,  the  absolute  power  of  disposal  resides  in  her,  and  con- 
fers upon  her  an  equitable  fee/ and  renders  the  intended  limitation 
over  for  the  children  void.    ( Wright  v.  Miller,  4  Barb.  R.  600.) 

If  an  antenuptial  agreement,  by  which  the  husband  agre^  bj 
will  or  otherwise  to  assure  to  the  wife  an  annuitv  for  life,  and  she 
to  receive  thb  satne  in  satisfaction  of  all  claim  of  his  estate,  be  not 
performed  by  the  husband,  as  "when  he  leaves  the  annuity  during 
her  widowhood,  instead  of  for  life,  the  wife  is  not  bound  by 
the  contract,  and  may  claim  her  portion  of  the  estate*.  {Bliss  v. 
SOden,  1  Barb.  R.  152.  8.  C.  8  JV.  Y.  R.  31.) 
•  When  an  antenuptial  agreement  gives  the  woman  alter  marriage 
po^er  ^'  to  enjoy,  control,  and  dispose  of  her  separate  property  in 
the  same  manner,  and  with  the  like  effect  as  though  she  had  con- 
tinued i,  ftmt-sdle^'*  sl^e  has  the  power  during  coverture  to  dispose 
of  the  property  by  will.  {Ameridan  Home  Missionary  Soci^  v. 
Wddhums,  10  Barb.  H.  697.) 

A  reconveyance  to  a  deshci  que  irust  will  be  decreed  after  the 
termination  of  her  coverture,  when  the  plain  intention  of  the  settle- 
ment was  to  protect  her  against  her  husband.  {Fox  v.  SeoH,  3 
PAtfo.  jff.  826.) 

§  826.  In  order  to  protect  property  against  the  claims  of  cred- 
itors by  an  agreement  made  in  consideration  of  marriage,  it  is 
indispensable'that  the  contract  should  be  executed  before  marriage. 
{Jones  V.  Henry,' S  IM.  R.  427.) 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  marriage  settlements  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  antenuptial  contracts,  must  be  recorded  within  eiglit 
months  after  they  are  made,  or  they  will  be  void  as  against  prior 
creditors  of  the  husbind.  {Anderson  v.  Anderson,  2  CalTs  R. 
198.)  And  in  the  same  state  a  contract  in  consideration  of  mar- 
riage, -^^rill  be  enforced  upon  acknowledgment  before  witnesses, 
although  they  were  not  present  when  it  was  made.  {Foster  v.  Fos^ 
ier,  4  OalPs  R.  231.) 

IJnless  a  marriage  settlement  is  required  by  statute  to  be  re- 
corded, it  is  valid  without  it.  In  South  Carolina,  as  in  Virginia, 
they,  have  a  statute  requiring  such  settlements  to  be  recorded,  and 
heiice  in  that  state  a  marriage  settlement  not  recorded  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  statute,  is  void  as  to  creditors,  though  the  prop- 
erty was  the  wife's,  and  though  it  was  recorded  before  the  debt 
was  contracted.  The  mere  recording  after  the  legal  time  is  not 
Bufficieint  notice  to  the  creditor  to  set  up  the  settlement  against  his 
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demand.    {^Taylor  v.  Hericot^  4  Desaau^  B.  227.    Wilson  v.  WiUon^ 
liJ.  401. 

When  a  deed  of  marriage  settlement  is  made  before  marriage, 
between  an  infant  female  and  her  guardian,  the  intended  husband, 
and  trustees,  whereby  her  real  estate  is  settled  on  her  and- her  child- 
ren, and  the  husband  covenants  that  he  will,  whenever  required, 
execute  any  and  every  further  conveyance  proper  for  more  eiiectu- 
ally  settling  and  assuring  the  subject  to  the  uses  declared  by  deed ; 
whether  the  infant  is  bound  by  the  deed  or  not,  the  husband  is 
bound  by  his  covenant,  and  equity  will  not  aid  him  to  avoid  it. 
{Lee  V.  StudH,  2  Leigh^e  It.  76.) 

Property  conveyed  by  deed  of  marriage  settlement,  iri  trust, 
that  the  husband  and  wife  shall  be  pe'rmitted,  during  their  joint 
lives,  to  enjoy  the  profits,  may  be  taken  in  execution  to  satisfy  a 
debt  incurred,  after  the  marriage,  for  supplies  furnished  for  the 
proper  support  of  the  husband  and  wife.  {Scott  v.  Loriney  6 
Munf.  R.  117.) 

When,  by  a  deed  of  settlement,  in  anticipation  of  marriage,  the 
property  of  the  wife  was  conveyed  to  a  trustee,  in  trufet  for  her  use 
until  the  marriage,  and  after  the  marriage  for  her  separate  use,  not- 
withstanding such  coverture ;  and,  after  her  death,  for  the  use  of 
snch  person  or  persons  as  she  should,  by  will,  notwithstanding  such 
coverture,  appoint ;  and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the 
use  of  her  heirs,  and  to  the  exclusion  of  the  intended  husband, 
either  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  otheiw^ise,  so  that  the  wife 
should  not,  at  any  time  thereafter,  either  by  herself  or  in  conjunc- 
tion with  others,  have  the  power  of  exonerating,  releasing  or 
discharging  the  property  from  the  operation  of  her  settlement,  or 
of  receiving  any  portion  thereof,  except  the  annual  income  thereof; 
by  the  operation  of  the  rule  in  Shelley* e  oasej  the  husband  having 
died  before  the  wife,  the  limitation  of  the  equitable  estate  to  the 
wife  for  life,  with  an  unlimited  power  of  appointing  the  inherit- 
ance by  will,  united  itself  with  the  equitable  estate  in  remainder  to 
her  heirs  generally,  so  as  to  create  an  equitable  estate,  in  fee,  in  the 
whole  property  in  the  event  that  happened ;  and,  having  united 
this  equitable  fee  with  the  legal  estate,  by  a  conveyance  from  the 
trustee,  she  was  able  to  give  a  perfect  title  to  the  property. 
{Mc  Whorter  v.  Agnew^  6  Paige^e  Gh,  R,  111.) 

§  327.  The  rule  in  SheUey*8  case^  so  often  referred  to,  was  stated, 
on  the  authority  of  the  Tear  Books,  to  be  "  that  when  the  ancestor, 
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by  any  gift  or  conveyance,  takes  an  estate  of  freehold,  and,  in  the 
same  gift  or  conveyance,  an  estate  is  limited,  either  mediately  or 
immediately,  to  his  heirs,  in  fee  or  in  tail,  the  heirs  are  words  of 
limitation  of  the  estate,  and  not  words  of  purchase."  {Shdley^s 
cdse^  1  Coke's  H,  9.)  In  plain  terms,  the  ancestor  takes  the  wliole 
estate,  and  the  heirs,  if  they  take  at  all,  can  take  only  by  descent, 
contrary,  it  is  admitted,  to  the  natural  meaning  of  the  words  and 
the  clear  intent  of  the  grantor. 

The  definition  of  this  rule,  as  given  by  Mr.  Preston,  and 
abridged  by  Chancellor  Kent,  is,  ''When  a  person  takes  an  estate  of 
freehold,  legally  or  equitably,  under  a  deed,  will,  or  other  writing, 
and  in  the  same  instrument  there  is  a  limitation,  by  way  of 
remainder,  either  with  or  without  the  interposition  of  another 
estate,  of  an  interest  of  the  same  legal  or  equitable  quality,  to  his 
heirs,  or  heirs  of  his  body,  as  a  class  of  persons  to  take  in  succes- 
sion, from  generation  to  generation,  the  limitation  to  the  Ae^s 
entitles  the  ancestor  to  the  whole  estate."  (1  Preston  on  £stateSj 
263-419.     4  Kent's  Corn.  215.) 

The  rule  in  Shelley* s  case  occupies  a  very  prominent  place  in  the 
history  of  the  law  of  real  property,  and  it  is  quite  interesting  to 
understand  it.  The  rule  has  been  firmly  established  as  an  axiom 
in  the  English  law  of  real  property  for  five  hundred  years ;  and  s& 
to  legal  estates,  it  has  had  a  prescriptive  and  uncontrollable 
authority,  although  the  courts  of  equity  have  not  always  implicitly 
observed  it  in  respect  to  limitations  which  do  not  include  or  cany 
the  legal  estate.  (4  Kenfs  Com,  218.)  For  instance,  if  articles  be 
entered  into  before  marriage  with  a  view  to  a  future  settlement, 
limiting  real  estates  of  the  husband  to  the  parents  for  their  lives, 
and  during  the  life  of  the  survivor,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  the  husband,  the  limitation  to  such  heirs  will  be  considered 
words  of  purchase,  and  a  settlement  directed  accordingly ;  that  is 
to  say,  after  the  life  estates  to  the  parents,  to  th^ir  son  or  sons  in 
tail ;  on  the  ground  that,  if  an  estate  tail  were  given  by  the  settle- 
ment to  the  husband  as  directed  by  the  articles,  he  alone  might, 
immediately  after  the  marriage,  bar  the  issue  and  defeat  a  principal 
part  of  the  settlement,  the  intended  provision  for  the  children  of 
the  marriage.  In  a  word,  the  court  will  carry  out  the  declared 
intention  of  the  parties  to  the  instrument  in  all  cases  of  marriage 
settlements  where  it  is  possible  consistently  to  do  so.  {Trevor  v. 
Trevor^  1  Ca.  Ahr.  387.    Streatfdd  v.  Sirea^fidd^  ForresCs  Cases, 
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176.    JHonour  v.  Honour^  2  Vem.  JS,  658.     Bale  v.  Coleman^  1 
JP.  TVms.  a.  142.    Highway  v.  ^mrKsr,  1  -ffre?.  (7.  C.  584.) 

The  like  rule  prevails  when  the  estate  belongs  to  the  wife,  and 
the  articles  limit  to  her  an  estate  in  tail. 

§  328.  But  the  rule  in  SheUey^a  case  is  now  abolished  by  the 
statutes  of  several  of  the  states,  and,  of  course,  is  no  longer  applied 
to  marriage  settlements  or  other  conveyances  of  real  estate. 
Chancellor  Kent  said  of  it  many  years  ago :  "  The  judicial  scholar, 
on  whom  his  great  master,  Coke,  has  bestowed  some  portion  of  the 
gladsome  light  of  jurisprudence,  will  scarcely  be  able  to* withhold 
an  involuntary  sigh  as  he  casts  a  retrospective  glance  over  the 
piles  of  learning  devoted  to  destruction  by  an  edict  as  sweeping 
and  unrelenting .  as  the  torch  of  Omar.  He  must  bid'  adieu  for- 
ever to  the  renowned  discussions  in  Shdley*8  case^  which  was  so 
vehement  and  so  protracted  as  to  rouse  the  scepter  of  the  haughty 
Elizabeth.  He  may  equally  take  leave  of  the  multiplied  specimens 
of  profound  logic,  skillful  criticism  and  refined  distinctions  which 
pervade  the  various  cases  in  law  and  equity,  from  those  of  Shelley 
and  Archer  down  to  the  direct  collision  between  the  courts  of  law 
and  equity  in  the  time  of  Lord  Hardwicke.  He  will  have  no 
more  concern  with  the  powerful  and  animated  discussions  in  Perrm 
V.  Blake^  which  awakened  all  that  was  noble  and  illustrious  in 
talent  and  endowment  through  every  precinct  of  Westminster 
Hall.  He  will  have  occasion  no  longer,  in  pursuit  of  the  learning 
of  that  case,  to  tread  the  clear  and  light  paths  illuminated  by  Sir 
Willliam  Blackstone's  illustrations,  or  to  study  and  admire  the 
Bpirited  and  ingenious  dissertation  of  Hargrave,  the  comprehensive 
and  profound  disquisition  of  Fearne,  the  acute  and  analytical  essay 
of  Preston,  the  neat  and  orderly  abridgement  of  Cruise,  and  the 
severe  and  piercing  criticisms  of  lieeve.  What  I  have,  therefore, 
written  on  this  subject  may  be  considered,  so  far  as  my  native 
state  is  concerned,  as  an  humble  monument  to  the  memory  of 
departed  learning."    (4  Kenfs  Com.  233,  note  a.) 

§  329.  Marriage  articles  are  considered  as  the  heads  or  minutes, 
only,  of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties  upon  coi^ 
sideration  of  the  marriage,  and  being  in  their  nature  executory, 
they  ought  to  be  construed  and  molded  in  equity,  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  concluding  them.  {TaiHb 
V.  Arclier^  3  Hen.  <&  Munf.  R.  319.  May  v.  May^  7  Florida  R. 
207.    Adams  y.  Dickson^  23  Geo.  R.  406.     Vide  also  Tyson  v. 
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Tywn,  2  Hawkti  R,  472.)  The  intention  of  the  parties  to  mar- 
riage articles  is  to  be  collected  from  the  nature  of  the  agreement, 
the  language  and  context  thereof,  the  usage  in  similar  cases,  and 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties,  as  they  existed  before,  and  would 
have  existed  after  the  marriage,  if  no  such  articles  had  been  made; 
but,  parol  or  other  evidence,  dehors  the  articles  to  explain  or  vary 
their  meaning,  ought  not  to  be  resorted  to,  unless  there  be  some 
latent  ambiguity  which  is  otherwise  impossible  to  be  solved  or 
explained ;  or  unless  something  agreed  on  by  the  parties  at  the 
time  has  been  omitted  through  fraud  or  accident. 

An  indorsement  made  on  articles  by  the  husband  and  wife  sub- 
sequent to  the  marriage  can  neither  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the 
original  contract  nor  as  explanatory  thereof. 

Man*iage  articles  are  not  to  be  rescinded  after  the  marriage,  even 
by  consent  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  by  any  conveyance  Tfrhich 
they  or  either  of  them  can  make ;  but  they  will  be  enforced  in  equity 
at  the  suit  of  the  issue  of  the  parties,  whether  in  esse^  or  in  fmiin 
sa  mere^  or  of  any  other  person  for  whose  beQefit  the  articles  were 
intended.  {Tailb  v.  Archer^  3  Hen.  &  Munf.  B,  819.)  In  the  last 
case  cited,  it  was  also  held  that  infants  may  contract  by  marriage 
articles  or  settlements,  and  that  such  contracts. will  bind  both  parties 
when  of  full  age.   (  Vide  cUao  Lester  v.  Frdsier^  2  HilPs  Ch.  H.  537.) 

But  it  was  held  by  the  assistant  vice-chancellor  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  that  the  settlement  by  an  infant  female  of  her  real  estate, 
executed  on  the  eve  of  her  marriage,  was  voidable  on  her  coming 
of  age.  Whether  she  could  disaffirm  the  instrument  during  cover- 
ture, wais  regarded  as  a  vexed  question,  though  the  preponderance 
of  opinion  was  adverse  to  the  power.  But  it  was  held  that  she 
could  affirm  it  during  coverture,  after  she  come  of  full  age,  by  a 
conveyance  acknowledged  by  her  pursuant  to  the  statute.  (Tem- 
ple V.  Hawley^  1  Sand.  Ch.  li.  153.)  And  in  a  late  case  in  Penn- 
sylvania,'it  was  held,  that  the  weight  of  authority  inclines  in  favor 
of  the  right  of  a  feme-covert  to  disaffirm  her  marriage  settlement 
entered  into  while  an  infant,  so  far  as  the  arrangement  affects  her 
real  estate.  {WJiichcote  v.  Lyle^  28  Penn.  R.  73.)  And  in  the 
same  case  it  was  held  that  the  husband  is  bound  by  articles  of 
marriage  settlement,  although  the  wife  was  a  minor  when  they  were 
entered  into.  ( Vide  also  Wilson  v.  McOuUough^  19  Penn.  R  87.) 
Contracts  in  consideration  of  marriagfe  are  greatly  favored  in 
equity;  and  between  the  parties  themselves,  and  others  falling 
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"witliin  the  express  objects  of  the  contract,  they  will  be  enforced 
according  to  the  obvious  intent,  however  informally  or  irregularly 
they  may  have  been  executed,  and  that  too  although  they  may  have 
been  rendered  inoperative  at  law  by  the'  marriage  of  the  parties. 
{AUen  V.  Humph,  2  JBilTs  Ch.  R.  3.) 

§  330.  A  parol  agreement  made  by  a  father  in  consideration  of 
the  marriage  of  his  illegitimate  daughter,  to  settle  all  his  estat< 
upon  her  husband,  herself,  and  the  issue  of  her  marriage  is  binding, 
and  although  it  does  not  attach  specifically  upon  any  portion  of  the 
father's  property,  so  as  to  defeat  a  purchaser  with  notice,  yet  it  will 
be  enforced  against  volunteers  claiming  under  him.  For  though  the 
relation  between  the  father  and  the  illegitimate  daughter  is  not  a 
sufficient  consideration  to  raise  a  use,  yet  the  intervention  of  the 
husband  extends  to  the  wife  and  the  issue.  And  the  husband  sub- 
mitting, the  estate  was  limited  to  him  for  life,  with  a  power  to 
make  advancements  upon  the  marriage  or  full  age  of  the  children, 
with  remainder  to  the  issue,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  cross 
remainders  between  them,  upon  their  death  under  age  and  unmar- 
ried.    (  WaU  V.  Scales,  1  Deo.  Eq.  R.  472.) 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  antenuptial  settlements  are 
required  to  be  registered,  and  when  registered,  an  antenuptial  set- 
tlement in  article,  is,  in  equity,  valid  as  a  lien  upon  the  property 
agreed  to  be  settled  against  the  general  creditors  of  the  debtor, 
and  of  course  is  valid  against  one  claiming  in  the  place  of  a  creditor. 
{Freeman  v.  HiU,  1  Dev.  &  BaU.  R.  389.) 

When  a  husband  by  an  antenuptial  contract  relinquishes  and 
releases  all  claims  by  virtue  of  his  marital  rights,  to  the  separate 
^tate  of  his  wife,  the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife  will  be  entitled  to  it. 
(Jlenrico  v.  Laird,  10  Yerg,  R.  222.) 

A  settlement  by  a  widow  about  to  marry,  of  her  interest  in  her 
former  husband's  estate,  with  the  knowledge  of  her  intended 
husband  is  valid.    {Latimer  v.  Elgin,  4  Dessau.  R.  26.)  ^ 

Marriage,  as  has  been  before  suggested,  is  not  only  a  bona  fide 
and  valuable  consideration,  but  the  very  highest  consideration  in 
law.  A  court  of  eqnity  will,  therefore,  always  support  marriage 
8ettlcments,if  no  particular  evidence  of  fraud  is  made  out,  showing 
an  intention  to  deceive  or  defraud  creditors.  For  example,  a  man 
made  a  settlement  before  marriage,  including  his  wife's  fortune,  and 
all  his  private  property,  the  settlement  was  dictated  by  the  uncle 
and  guardian  of  the  intended  wife,  who  would  not  otherwise  con- 
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Bent  to  the  marriage,  and  was  gnorant  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
intended  husband,  at  the  time.  Ailer  the  marriage,  tlie  creditors 
of  the  copartnership  to  which  the  husband  belonged,  tiled  a  bill  to 
set  aside  the  settlement  as  respected  his  property  as  being  fraudulent 
and  void ;  but  the  court  refused  to  set  it  aside.  {Tunno  v,  Trezd- 
"vanty  2  Dessau,  i?.  269.) 

Though  there  be  no  express  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  an  ante- 
nuptial agreement,  and  though  it  be  found  in  the  husband's  posses- 
sion after  his  death,  its  delivery  will  be  presumed,  if  its  due  execu- 
tion be  proved,  and  it  appears  that  it  was  recognized  by  the 
husband.    {Smith  v.  Moore^  3  Greenes  Ch.  JS.  485.) 

Courts  will  give  effect  to  stipulations  in  marriage  settlements  and 
in  other  contracts  of  a  similar  nature,  in  favor  of  tiird  persons 
for  whose  special  use  and  benefit  such  stipulations  were  intended, 
although  such  third  persons  were  not  parties  to  the  contract 
{Ki7ig  V.  Whitley^  10  Paiges  Ch.  B.  465.  Vide  BXeeker  v.  Biivq- 
ham^  3  ib.  246.  Baird  v.  Blandy  3  Munf,  B.  570.  Ccutts  v. 
Greenhow^  2  ib.  363.) 

An  antenuptial  agreement  to  keep  separate  purses  and  manage 
the  property  of  each  for  individual  account,  does  not  embrace  a 
legacy  afterward  bequeathed  to  the  wife.    {Boughn  v.  MHUr^ 
Wright's  Ohio  B.  328.) 

§  331.  When  a  marriage  settlement  does  not  conform  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  either  through  mistake  or  the  fraud  of  one 
of  the  parties,  it  will  be  corrected  by  a  court  of  equity.  Wlien, 
however,  the  correction  interferes  with  the  rights  of  the  husband 
and  wife,  or.  issue  of  the  marriage,  it  will  be  made  with  more 
caution  then  when  it  affects  collaterals  only,  who  are  strangers  to 
the  consideration  of  the  deed. 

.  A  marriage  settlement  which  does  not  conform  to  the  intention 
of  the  wife,  will  not  be  annulled,  so  as  to  leave  the  property  sub- 
ject to  tfle  legal  rights  of  the  husband ;  but  it  will  be  refonned  by 
inserting  the  omitted  provision  upon  the  same  principles  on  which 
articles  are  executed ;  and  upon  the  articles  being  reformed,  col- 
laterals who  claim  under  a  settlement  procured  by  the  fraud  of 
the  father  are  excluded  from  any  benefit  under  it,  {ScoU  v.  Dun- 
cany  4  D&o.  Eg.  R.  403.) 

A  gross  error  in  a  marriage  settlement,  which  was  caused  by  an 
interlineation  made  by  the  husband,  was  rectified  by  the  conrt, 
and  the  deed  was  made  to  speak  its  original  language.    {Gamer  "f. 


ANTIINUPTIAL  CONTRACTS.  463 

Garner^  1  Dessau,  H.  487.)  But  the  person  who  drew  a  marriage 
settlement  and  swears  that  it  was  drawn  in  conformity  to  his 
instructions,  will  not  be  permitted  to  prove  that  the  object  or 
intention  of  the  deed  is  different  from  that  which  appears  on  its 
face ;  there  being  no  allegation  of  fraud.  {Dujpree  v.  McDonald^ 
4  Dessau.  E.  209.) 

When  a  husband  on  marriage  imposed  on  his  wife  by  giving  her 
a  bond  void  at  law,  equity  established  the  agreement  according  to 
the  intent  of  the  parties.     (  Watkms  v.  Waikins^  2  Ath,  Ji,  96.) 

Two  parties  being  infants  and  contemplating  a  marriage,  the 
intended  wife  being  possessed  of  a  large  amount  of  United  States 
stock,  a  few  days  before  her  marriage  transferred  the  entire  legal 
estate  therein  to  trustees,  who  were  to  permit  her  to  receive  during 
life  the  dividends  and  profits  of  the  stock.  She  reserved  no 
power  over  the  principal  except  the  jus  disponendi  by  last  will 
and  testament  to  take  effect  in  case  she  died,  without  leaving  a 
child  or  descendant.  After  the  marriage  of  the  parties  and  they 
had  attained  their  full  age,  a  bill  was  filed  by  them  against  the 
trustees  praying  a  modification  of  the  trust  by  having  a  part  of 
the  trust  fund  invested  under  the  direction  of  the  husband  in  the 
purchase  of  a  farm  ;  it  was  held,  that  whether  the  deed  of  transfer 
was  valid  or  fraudulent,  the  court  could  not  change  the  trust ;  that 
if  valid  it  had  given  the  parties  no  control  over  the  principal 
fund,  and  a  court  of  equity  did  not  possess  any  power  to  change 
and  modify  trusts  so  contrary  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
deeds  creating  them  ;  or  if  a  fraud  on  the  rights  of  the  intended 
husband,  though  the  court  might  set  the  deed  aside,  yet  it'  could 
make  no  terms  with  a  fraudulent  instrument.  {Zmon/  v.  Tierman^ 
2  Harr.  &  GUI.  JS.  34.) 

When  a  lady  married  before  she  attained  twenty-one,  and  by 
her  marriage  articles  she  and  her  husband  covenanted  to  assign  a 
trust  fund,  in  which  she  had  a  reversionary  interest,  to  trustees  in 
trust  for  her  and  her  husband  and  the  children  of  their  marriage, 
a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  articles  filed  by  the  children 
against  their  father  and  mother,  after  the  mother's  interest  had 
become  an  interest  in  possession,  but  whilst  the  fund  remained 
outstanding,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  fact  that  the  property  has 
not  been  r^uced  to  the  possession  of  the  husband,  in  such  a  case, 
prevents  the  articles  from  binding  him.  Whether  he  might  not  be 
liable  in  respect  of  such  interest  in  the  property  as  he  might  ulti- 
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mately  acquire  Ib  another  question.     But  bo  long  as  the  fond 
remains  outstanding,  a  bill  cannot  be  sustained  against  the  husband. 
{Berton  v.  Berton,  16  Smi.  R.  652.    S.  C.  39  Eng,  Ch.  R.  561 
EJluim  V.  EJlUm,  36  Eng.  Ck  R.  308.) ' 

It  is  the  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  the  specific 
execution  of  marriage  articles,  when  the  apparent  intention  of  the 
parties  will  direct  the  decree,  without  a  etrict  scamiing  of  the  arti- 
cles according  to  nice  grammatical  rules,  or  the  technical  meaning 
of  words*    {Roa/ney.  Hem^  1  Wash.  R.  47.) 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  husband  is  precluded  j&om  disturb- 
ing an  antenuptial  settlement,  or  even  aiding  the  wife  in  setting  it 
aside  when  voidable  as  to  her ;  but  if  it  clearly  appear  that  the 
husband  executed  the  deed  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  his 
intended  wife  was  not  a  party  to  it,  and  that  it  did  not  affect  her 
real  estate,  and  his  covenants  and  conveyance  were,  therefore, 
made  under  a  mistake ;  and,  further,  that  the  dispositions  of  the 
settlement  were  highly  injurious,  the  court,  in  view  of  the  fact  of 
the  entire  failure  of  the  consideration,  of  the  complainant's  grant 
and  covenants  as  to  the  real  estate,  in  cotinection  with  other  facts, 
will  hold  that  tlie  husband  is  not  bound  by  the  deed,  and  upon  the 
submission  of  the  parties,  a  new  settlement  will  be  decreed,  with 
proper  guards  for  the  parties.  {Temple  v.  Hawley^  1  Sand.  Ck 
R.  153.) 

§  332.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that  a  provision  made  for  the 
wife  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  which,  by  the  terms  of  it,  is 
not  to  take  effect  until  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  is  not 
^tinguished  l)y  the  subsequent  marriage.  {Gage  v.  Adon^  1  Salh 
R.  325.     Oibsan  v.  Gibaon.U  Mass.  R.  106,  111.) 

So,  contracts  by  the  husband  with  the  wife  previous  to  marriage, 
containing  duties  not  to  be  performed  until  after  the  dissolution  of 
the  coverture,  which  Were  entered  into  with  a  view  of  providing 
for  the  wife,  or  his  issue  by  her,  are  binding  upon  him,  both  in 
law  and  equity ;  and  in  every  case,  when  the  agreement  \&  fair, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law,  equity 
will  enforce  its  specific  performance.  (  West  v,  Weat^  10  Serg.  (fc 
RawU?s  R.  447.)  And  equity  will  compel  a  specific  performance 
of  an  antenuptial  agreement,  at  the  request  of  any  person  coming 
within  the  influence  of  the  marriage  consideration  in  favor  of  col- 
lateral relations,  and  all  who  rest  their  clainiis  upon  a  valuable 
consideration.    {Pulvertqfi  v.  Pidvertojij  18  Ves.  R.  92.    RradiA 
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y.  Gil^^  3  Johns.  Ch.  B.  550.)  In  fact,  a  contrtkct  made  in  con* 
templation  of  the  marriage  of  the  parties,  respecting  the  property 
of  either,  to  be  performed  after  marriage,  may  be  enforced  in 
equity.   [{MiUer  v.  Goodvyin^  8  Grayed  R.  542.) 

A  promise  made  by  an  intended  husband  before  marriage  not  to 
take  the  wife  away  from  the  immediate  neighborhood  of  her 
mother  without  her  consent,  is  not  legally  binding  upon  the  hus- 
band.    (Hair  v.  Eair,  10  Eich.  Eq.  B.  168.) 

Antenuptial  agreements,  being  peculiarly  liable  to  misappre- 
hension and  misrepresentation,  will  not  be  enforced  in  the  courts, 
unless  they  are  entirely  satisfied  that  such  agreements  were  txiade. 
{Montgomery  v.  Henderaony  3  JoTte%^  JSq.  H.  113.) 

All  antenuptial  settlement  not  evidenced  by  deed,  but  restirig  in 
the  husband's  written  covenant,  if  final  and  clear  and  complete, 
and  there  is  nothing  else  to  prevent,  will  be  enforced  in  a  'court 
of  equity  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  if  slie  so  elect,  or  el^e.  may  dis- 
r^ard  it,  and  claim  her  right  of  dower  and  distribution.  (  Wood' 
ward  V.  Woodward^  5  Sneed^s  R.  49.) 

A  bond  given  by  the  husband  to  his  intended  wife,  to  be  paid  to 
her  by  his  cxecutoi^  after  his  death,  is  not  avoided  by  the  mamage, 
but  is  recoverable  at  law.  This  doctrine  i^  well  sustained  in  :a 
case  in  the  English  courts,  in  which  Lord  Kenyou  observed  that 
he  readily  acceded  to  the  general  proposition  that  a  person,  by 
marrying  his  creditor,  releases  the  debts  of  his  wife,  but  lamented 
tliat  Lord  Holt  should  (in  Ld.  Raymond)  have  had  recourse  to 
such  flimsy  and  technical  arguments  to  enforce  a  case  so  directly 
against  law  and  conscience  as  that  a  man  could  not  bind  his  prop- 
erty in  favor  of  his  wife,  and  could  not  make  it  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  bond  executed  before  marriage.  No  case  is  probably  to 
be  found  in  the  modem  decisions  of  sufiiciqnt  authority  to  over- 
throw the  reasoning  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  the  case  referred  to,  and 
the  doctrine  of  the  case  may  now  be  relied  on  as  good  law.  {Metr- 
bourne  v,  Ewart^  5  Term  R.  381.    Reeves^  Dom.  Ed.  169,  note  L) 

But  there  can  be  no  doubt  at  all,  that  a  bond  given  to  the  wife 
by  the  husband  before  marriage,  the  condition  of  which-  is  to 
make  a  settlement  on  her,  will  be  enforced  by  a  court  of  equity. 
Such  a  bond  is  sufScieut  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  make  a 
settlement,  and  it  will  therefore  be  specifically  enforced. 

§  333.  It  is  well  settled  upon  principle  and  authority,  that  to 
make  an  antenuptial  agreement  void  as  a  fraud  upon  creditorai  it 
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is  necessary  that  both  parties  should  concur  in  or  have  cognizance 
of  the  intended  fraud.  If  the  settler  alone  intend  a  fraud,  and  the 
other,  party  had  no  notice  of  it,  but  is  innocent  of  it,  she  is  not 
and  cannot  be  affected  by  it.  As  has  been  before  suggested,  mar- 
riage, in  contemplation  of  the  law,  is  not  only  a  valuable  consider- 
ation to  support  an  antenuptial  settlement,  but  is  a  consideration 
of  the  highest  value,  and  from  motives  of  the  sonndest  policy,  is 
upheld  with  a  strong  resolution.  The  husband  and  wife,  parties 
to  such  contract,  are,  therefore,  deemed  in  the  highest  sense,  pur- 
chasers for  a  valuable  consideration ;  and  so,  that  it  is  hoiia  fde^ 
and  without  notice  of  fraud,  brought  home  to  both  sides,  it  becomes 
unimpeachable  by  creditors. 

A  contract,  in  consideration  of  a  fature  marriage,  is  of  that 
nature  which  creates  a  legal  and  equitable  obligation  on  the  parties 
to  perform  it — ^good  faith,  according  to  its  stipulations.  The  con- 
sideration is  good  and  valuable  in  contemplation  of  the  law,  as  if 
it  was  made  on  the  loan  or  payment  of  money.  If  the  contract  is 
excluded,  the  parties  become  purchasers ;  if  it  remains  executory 
till  after  the  marriage,  they  become  creditors  on  its  consummation, 
or  assume  ^^  tanto  the  character  and  acquire  the  rights  of  botli,  if 
executed  only  in  part.  They  are  entitled  to  the  protection  of  all 
courts  in  the  enjoyment  of  what  is  granted,  and  to  their  aid  in 
enforcing  the  performance  of  what  has  been  stipulated  to  be  done, 
and  when  either  party  can  rightfully  call  on  a  court  of  law  or 
equity  to  compel  the  other  to  perform  an  act  necessary  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract,  and  the  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court 
would  be  given  in  liis  favor,  a  voluntary  performance  of  tlie  legal 
or  equitable  obligation  would  be  equally  valid.  The  consideration 
being  valuable  if  the  contract,  wliether  executed  or  executory,  is 
made  in  good  faith  with  one  having  no  notice  or  knowledge  of  any 
fraud,  covin  or  collusion  to  defraud  creditors,  performance  may  be 
enforced  or  voluntarily  made,  and  the  contract  carried  into  execution 
at  any  time,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  is  in  the  power  of  the 
party ;  and  whatever  is  so  done,  will  be  as  valid  and  binding, 
between  the  parties  and  in  relation  to  third  persons,  as  if  the  exe- 
cution had  been  completed  on  its  date.  The  law  is  express  in 
referring  to  the  time  of  the  conveyance  and  assurance,  and 
embraces  not  only  perfect  grants  or  gifts,  but  any  estate  or  interest 
in  lands,  goods  and  chattels  made,  conveyed  or  assured.  (Fwfe 
Moffuirs  V.  Thompson^  7  Peters^  JR.  348.) 
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§  834.  The  decisions  with  respect  to  post-nnptial  agreements 
are  very  numerous,  and  not  always*  harmonious.  It  may  be 
affirmed,  however,  as  a  general  principle,  that  a  post-nuptial 
agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  fairly  entered  into,  and 
untainted  with  fraud,  by  which  property  is  set  apart  for  the  sepa- . 
rate  use  of  the  wite,  will  be  sustained  in  equity  as  a  valid  transac- 
tion. It  depends,  very  much,  to  be  sure  as  to  the  objects  of  the 
settlement  in  regard  to  the  future  relations  of  the  parties,  but  there 
is  no  doubt  that  a  post-nuptial  agreement  between  husband  and 
wife,  made  upon  a  legal  and  sufficient  consideration,  will  be 
enforced.  When  the  agreement  contemplates  the  continue(^  co-hab- 
itation of  the  parties,  the  courts  are  always  disposed  to  uphold  it, 
provided  no  technical  or  substantial  principle  of  law  intervenes. 
But  when  the  post-nuptial  agreement  contemplates  a  separation  of 
the  parties,  there  is  always  some  question.  Indeed,  it  has  some- 
times been  questioned  whether  such  an  agreement  ought  not  to  be 
held  utterly  void,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  agamst  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  many  very  respectable  authorities  have  gone  to  this 
extent.  But  generally,  however,  the  authorities  upon  the  subject 
do  not  adopt  this  broad  principle,  whatever  may  be  thought  of  the 
policy  or  venality  of  a  provision  for  such  a  separation. 

§  335.  With  respect  to  stipulations  for  a  separate  maintenance 
of  tlie  wife  apart  from  her  liusband.  Lord  Stowell  said :  "  The 
law  has  said,  tliat  married  persons  Shall  not  be  legally  separated, 
upon*the  mere  disinclination  of  one  or  both  to  cohabit  together; 
the  disinclination  must  be  founded  upon  reasons  which  the  law 
approves,  and  it  is  my  duty  to  see  whether  those  reasons  exist  in 
the  present  case.  To  vindicate  the  policy  of  the  law  is  no  necessary 
part  of  the  office  of  a  judge ;  but,  if  it  were,  it  would  not  be  diffi- 
cult to  show  that  the  law,  in  this  respect,  has  acted  with  its  usual 
wisdom  and  humanity,  with  that  true  wisdom,  and  that  real 
humanity,  that  regards  the  general  interests  of  mankind.  For 
though,  in  particular  cases,  the  repugnance  of  the  law  to  dissolve 
the  obligations  of  matrimonial  cohabitation  may  operate  with 
great  severity  upon  individuals ;  yet  it  must  be  carefully  remem- 
bered, that  the  general  happiness  of  the  married  life  is  secured  by 
its  indissolubility.  When  people  understand  that  they  favM  live 
tc^ether,  except  for  a  very  few  reasons  known  to  the  law,  they 
learn  to  sotlen,  by  mutual  accommodation,  that  yoke  which  they 
know  they  cannot  shake  off;  they  become  good  husbands,  and 
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good  wive9,  from  the  necessity  of  remaining  hnsbands  and  wives ; 
for  necesaitj  is  a  powerM  'master  in  teaching  the  dnties  which  it 
imposes.  If  it  were  once  understood,  that,  npon  mntnal  disgust, 
married  persons  might  be  legally  separated,  many  conples,  who 
now  pass  through  the  world  with  mutual  comfort,  with  attention 
to  their  common  offipriug,  and  to  the  usual  order  of  civil  society, 
might  have  been  i^  this  moment  living  in  a  state  of  mutual 
unkindness,  in  a  state  of  estrangement  from  their  common  off- 
spring, and  in  a  state  of  the  most  licentious  and  unreserved  crim- 
inality. In  this  case,  as  in  many  others^  the  happiness  of  some 
individuals  must  be  sacrificed  to  the  greater  and  more  general 
good.'*    {Evwns  V.  Eoana^  1  HaggarcPs  Consistory  R.  36.) 

§  386.  In  another  case  where  the  subject  was  elaborately  dis- 
cussed, Lord  Eldon  expressed  himself  thus :  ^^  According  to  the 
law  of  this  country,  marriage  is  an  indissoluble  contract.  It  can 
only  be  dissolved  a  vinculo  matrimonii  by  the  legislature ;  and  that 
contract,  once  entered  into,  imposes  npon  the  husband  and  wife, 
both  with  respect  to  themselves  and  with  respect  to  their  offspring, 
most  important  and  most  sacred  duties ;  so  important  and  so  sacred, 
that  it  does  seem  a  little  astonishing,  that  it  ever  should  have  hap- 
pened, that  it  should  be  thought  that  they  could,  by  a  mutual 
agreement  between  themselves,  destroy  all  the  duties  they  owed  to 
each  other,  and  all  the  dnties  they  owed  to  their  offspring.  I  do 
not  go  through  what  has  been  slated  in  a  great  variety  of  cases  upon 
tlie  subject,  nor  do  I  refer  to  them  for  any  other  purpose  th^n  that 
of  stating  that  which  I  think  can  admit  of  no  contradiction,  that 
it  is  impossible  for  any  person  to  read  the  judgments  I  have  had 
the  honor  to  pronounce  upon  the  subject,  without  seeing  that  I 
never  could,  originally,  have  been  a  party  to  any  such  doctrine. 
But,  when  decision  followed  decision;  when  men  whose  profes- 
sional knowledge,  whose  talents,  and  whose  abilities  I  was  bound 
not  only  to  respect,  but  to  revere,  had  so  often  in  courts  of  law. 
stated  doctrines  to  which  I  could  not  agree,  it  seemed  to  me  a 
most  improper  thing,  that  I  should  take  upon  myself  to  say,  that 
these  doctrines  were  wrong ;  and  I  believe  it  will  be  found,  if  your 
lordships  look  at  the  judgment  to  which  I  am  referring,  that  I 
was  always  exceedingly  anxious  that  a  case  of  this  important 
nature  should  be  brought  before  the  House  of  Lords."  {Wat- 
meath  v.  Saliahury,  5  Bligh'a  \N.  /S]  R.  339.) 
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§  337.  Judge  Story  sajB :  ^^  The  principal  distinctions  on  this 
subject,  as  they  are  now  established,  seem  to  be  as  follows :  In  the 
first  place,  a  deed  of  separation  does  not  relieve  the  wife  from  any 
of  the  ordinary  disabilities  of  covertnre.  In  the  next  place,  a  deed 
of  separation  entered  into  by  the  husband  and  wife  alone^  without 
the  intervention  of  trustees,  is  utterly  void.  In  the  next  place,  a 
deed  for  an  immediate  separation,  with  the  intervention  of  trustees, 
will  not  be  enforced,  so  far  as  it  regards  any  covenant  of  separation, 
but  only  so  &r  as  maintenancie  is  covenanted  for  by  the  husbapd, 
and  the  trustees  covenant  to  exonerate  him  from  any  debts  con- 
tracted therefor.  In  the  next  place,  if  a  deed  of  separation- contains 
a  covenant  purporting  to  preclude  the  parties  from  any  future 
BuitB  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  the  covenant  will  be 
utterly  vojd.  In  the  next  place,  a  deed  containing  a  covenant  with 
trustees  for  a  future  separation  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  for 
her  maintenance  consequent  thereon,  will  be  utterly  void.  In  the 
next  place,  even  in  case  of  a  deed  for  an  immediate  separation,  if 
the  parties  come  together  again,  there  is  an  end  to  it  with  respect 
to  any  future  as  well  as  to  the  last  separation."  (2  Starts  JEq. 
Jut.  §  1428.) 

§  338.  The  doctrine  of  the  authorities  upon  the  subject,  somewhat 
indiscriminately  given,  are :  Articles  of  separation,  when  titere  is 
a  trustee  with  whom  the  husband  covenanted  for  the  separate 
maintenance  of  the  wife,  will  be  vs&id,  although  the  wife  herself 
covenauted  not  to  molest  the  husband,  and  to  indemnify  him 
against  her  debts.    (JBrovm  v.  Clark^  1  Phila.  H.  561.) 

A  post-nuptial  agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  made  in 
view  of  a  voluntary  separation,  which  is  fair  and  reasonable,  will 
be  upheld  in  equity.  {MUlery.  Jimer,16  Ohio  St.  Ii.&27.  WeUa 
V.  J^reet,  9  CaL  R.  439.) 

Articles  of  separation  between  husband  and  wife,  through  the 
Biedium  of  a  trustee,  for  the  separate  support  of  the  wife,  are  not 
void  as  against  public  policy.  {BuUer  v.  Wilson^  14  Ohio  JR.  257. 
Vide  SohindeU  v.  Sohindell,  12  Md.  R.  294.)  But  the  court  will 
not  enforce  a  contract  between  husband  and  wife  to  live  separate. 
{Mansfield  v.  Mansfidd,  Wright's  lOhio]  R.  284.) 

A  deed  of  gift  of  chattels  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  without 
the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  upon  an  agreement  to  live  separate, 
will  be  no  bar  to  ah  action  at  law  by  the  husband  for  the  recovery 
of  the  property.    {Towney  v.  Sinclair,  3  How.  [Miss.l  R.  324.) 
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A  post-nnptial  agreement,  bj  which  the  husband  and  wife  agree 
to  live  apart,  and  the  husband  conveys  one-third  of  his  estate  to 
trustees,  for  the  sole  use  and  support  of  "the  wife,  the  trustees  cov- 
enanting that  the  wife  shall  not  claim  any  other  portion  of  the 
estate,  will  not  bar  the  wife  of  her  dower  and  distributive  share  in 
her  husband's  estate.  But  the  wife  cannot  hold  the  property  con- 
veyed by  the  deed,  and  also  be  entitled  to  dower  and  distribution, 
and  if  she  files  her  bill  for  dower  and  distribution,  it  will  be  con- 
sidered that  she  elects  to  take  the  latter.  ( WcMcina  v.  Waikiru^ 
7  Terg.  E.  283.) 

A  deed  of  separation  between  husband  and  wife,  without  con- 
sideration, is  void  at  law  between  the  parties  thereto,  and  it  is  of 
no  effect,  even  in  equity,  as  against  the  assignees  of  the  husband. 
The  wife's  covenant  in  such  articles  cannot  form  the  consideration 
for  the  execution  of  the  deed  on  the  part  of  the  husband.  {Crop^ey 
V.  McKinney^  30  Barb.  H.  47.)  An  indenture  entered  into  in 
contemplation  of,  and  as  an  inducement  to,  a  future  separation 
between  husband  and  wife,  is  void.  {Florentine  v.  Wilson^  Lcdor^s 
SiU  dk  Denid^s  li,  303.)  A  trust  created  by  a  husband,  for  the  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  his  wife,  who  has  left  him  in  consequence 
of  alleged  ill-treatment,  and  is  living  separate  and  apart  from  him, 
is  a  valid  trust,  and  will  uphold  a  mortgage  given  by  the  husband 
to  a  trustee,  to  recover  the  payment  of  a  specified  sum  annually 
for  the  wife's  support.  {Calkins  v,  Zonjr,  22  Barb.  li.  97.)  And 
in  this  case  it  was  substantially  held  that  when  husband  and  wife 
agree  to  separate,  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  pay  a 
specified  sum  annually,  for  the  separate  maintenance  and  support 
of  the  wife,  is  valid,  and  may  be  enforced.  This  doctrine  is  laid 
down  to  the  sequence  of  the  well  settled  rule,  that  the  husband  is 
bound  to  support  his  wife,  and  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  is 
ipso  facto  a  letter  of  credit  to  the  wife  for  necessaries  suitable  and 
proper  to  the  sphere  in  which  she  moves,  and  that  if  the  husband 
and  wife  part  by  consent,  and  he  secures  to  her  a  separate  main- 
tenance, suitable  to  his  condition  and  circumstances  in  life,  and 
pays  it  according  to  agreement,  he  is  not  answerable,  even  for  neces- 
saries ;  while,  if  they  separate  without  any  provision  being  made 
for  the  wife's  maintenance,  the  husband  is  liable  for  necessaries 
furnished  her  suitable  to  his  condition  in  life. 

§  389.  Judge  Reeve  says  that  articles  of  agreement  entered  into 
between  husband  and  wife  to  live  separately  are  recognized  both 
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in  the  courta  of  law  and  equity ;  and  that  the  pai*ties  are  bonnd 
by  all  the  legal  covenants  entered  into,  and  those  marital  rights 
which  the  husband,  in  such  articles,  renounces,  he  can  never 
resume.  And,  in  a  learned  note  to  the  third .  edition  of  Judge 
Keeve's  work  on  the  domestic  relations,  it  is  said :  '^  The  question 
whether  an  agreement  made  between  husband  and  wife,  during 
coverture,  to  her  separately,  is  valid  in  law,  has  been  a  subject  of 
much  discussion  in  the  English  com*ts  of  law  and  chancery.  It. 
was  formerly  held  that  sucli  an  agreement  was  void,  and  so  Lord 
Eldon  intimated  in  the  case  of  St  John  v.  St.  John  (11  Ves.  B.  530), 
His  lordship  placed  it  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  against  the 
policy  of  the  law,  and,  consequently,  void,  inasmuch  as  such  settle- 
ments, creating  a  separate  maintenance,  by  a  mere  voluntary 
agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  were,  in  their  consequences, 
destructive  to  the  indissoluble  nature  of  the  marriage  contract ; 
and  treated  it  as  one  of  the  most  serious  questions  that  could  be 
discussed  in  a  court  of  justice.  In  WorraU  v.  Jacob  (3  Merrwale's 
JS.  256),  it  was  considered  as  settled  that  chancery  would  not  carry 
into  execution  such  articles  between  husband  and  wife ;  though  it 
was  admitted  that  an  engagement  between  the  husband  and  a 
third  person,  as  a  trustee,  though  originating  out  of,  and  having 
reference  to,  a  separation,  was  valid,  and  would  be  so  considered 
in  chancery.  The  reason  of  this  decision  was  said  to  be  that,  if 
such  agreements  were  enforced,  it  would  give  the  parties  the  power 
to  alter  the  duties  growing  out  of,  and  the  effect  of,  the  marriage 
contract,  and  to  effect,  at  their  pleasure,  a  partial  dissolution  of  it. 
There  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  the  mere  introduction  of  a  trustee 
should  be  sufficient  to  enforce  the  agreement  in  chancery.  It  cer- 
tainly makes  no  difference  with  the  effect  of  the  contract.  If,  as 
having  a  tendency  to  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract,  it  is 
against  the  policy  of  the  law  in  the  one  case,  it  most  clearly  is  in 
the  other.  It  is  not  now  necessary  to  seek  for  the  reason  of  this 
anomaly,  for  the  balance  of  authorities,  botli  in  England  and  the 
United  States,  are  in  favor  of  sustaining  such  an  agreement,  with 
or  without  a  trustee.  {Carson  v.  Merry ^  3  Paige^s  Ch,  if.  483. 
Meed  v.  Beazely^  1  Blackf.  \Ind^\  R.  97.  [See  the  high  compliment 
to  the  authority  of  the  latter  case,  in  note,  2  Kenffa  Com.  176.] 
Ro%B  V.  WHloughby^  10  Prices  R.  2.  2  Raithby^a  Vernon^  386,  in 
note.  Rodney  v.  Chambera^  2  East.  R.  383.  Cooke  v.  Wiggins^  10 
Ves.  R.  191.)    But  the  introduction  of  the  fiction  of .  a  trustee  plac^ 
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the  agreement  valid,  both  in  law  and  chancery.  (2  Kenfs  09m, 
177,  Vide  Nurw  v.  Oraig^  5  Boa.  db  Ptrf.  148.  Hindley  v.  We^t- 
mecUh^  6  Bam,  <&  Cress.  B.  100.  SheUhar  v.  Gregory^  2  Wend. 
B.  422.) 

^^The  course  of  decisions  upon  the  effect  of  such  agreements  has 
been  very  uniform  in  the  United  States.  {BandaU  v.  Murgatrcydf 
4  DaU.  B.  304, 307.  Browning  v.  Coppage,  8  Bibb's  B.  37.  Cros^ 
wa/ight  v.  IluUdnson^  2  ih.  4^7.  Maguire  v.  ThxmpsOfi^  1  Bald%oifCs 
O.a  [  C^.  &]  ^.  344.  /Sbo^  V.  Loraine,  6  J/'Mn/.  7?.  117.  ifray  v. 
Dudgeon^  lb.  132.  7y5W  v.  7V«on,  '^Hawkes'  B,  472.)  But  in 
Connecticut  the  decisions  are  different,  and  seem  rather  to  follow 
the  course  pointed  out  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Si.  Joh/n  v.  St.  John.  In 
BMls  y.  HviUon  {1  Bay's  B.  221),  it  was  held  that  an  agreement 
between  husband  and  wife,  during  coverture,  could  not  be  engrossed 
in  chancery ;  but  in  another,  with  the  assistance  of  a  trustee,  it 
was  held  to  be  binding."  (JlVicholas  v.  Palmer j  5  Bay's  B.  47. 
Beeve's  Bam.  Bel.  [3^  ed.]  174,  Twte  1.) 

The  learned  annotators  do  not  express  a  decided  opinion  upon 
the  subject  for  themselves,  but  the  weight  of  authority  favors  the 
doctrine  that  these  provisions  fbr  tlie  separate  maihtenance  of  the 
wife,  when  the  separation  has  actually  taken  place,  are  valid,  and 
will  be  enforced  by  the  courts.  So  that,  altliough  the  courts  will 
not,  in  direct  terms,  decree  a  separation  between  husband  and 
wife,  yet  they  will  do  so  indirectly  by  compelling  the  husband  to 
perform  his  agreement  to  pay  separate  maintenance.  Still,  the 
courts  wUl  invariably  decline  to  do  any  thing  which  may  tend  to 
the  continuance  of  a  division  between  husband  and  wife,  under  their 
mutual  agreement  to  live  apart,  when  the  husband  has  placed  him- 
self under  no  legal  or  equitable  obligation  to  allow  separate 
maintenance. 

§  340.  It  is  usual  in  these  post-nuptial  agreements  providing  for 
the  separate  maintenance  of  the  wife,  tliat  a  trustee  of  the  wife  is 
made  the  medium  of  the  parties,  who  becomes  responsible  to  the 
husband  that  he  shall  not  be  made  liable  for  his  wife's  debts ;  and 
yet  there  are  instances  where  the  contract  is  between  the  husband 
and  a  third  person  acting  for  the  wife,  and  no  indemnity  is  given 
to  the.  husband  against  his  liability  to  pay  such  debts.  Upon  this 
subject  the  cases  show  that  the  wife  has  precisely  the  same  rights 
as  any  other  cestui  que  trust  to  call  for  the  execution  of  the  trust 
created  in  her  favor.    So,  whether  the  deed  of  separation  securing 
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Talnable  consideration,  as  the  covenant  of  ber  trustee  to  indemnify 
the  husband  against  her  debts,  she  will  be  entitled  in  either  case  to 
call  for  an  execution  of  the  trust.  ( Vide  Turner  v.  Warwick^ 
Finch's  Ch.  Oa,  73.  Fiizer  v.  Fitzer,  2  Atk.  R.  611.  Clxmgh  v. 
Zoffnbert,  10  Sim.  JS.  174.)  This,  of  course,  is  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  rights  of  creditors  and  purchasers  are  not  involved.  In 
order  that  the  settlement  be  valid  as  to  the  creditors  of  the.  hus- 
band and  purchasers  in  good  faith,  it  is  necessary  that  it  be  made 
for  valuable  considerations. 

Upon  the  death  of  tlie  wife,  separated  from  her  hi^sband  upon  a 
post-nuptial  settlement,  the  allowanpe  will  be  apportioned  between 
the  last  and  accruing  times  of  payment.  {Howell  v.  Hanfortky  2 
BlacJut.  B.  843. 

§  341.  The  question  as  to  the  wife's  power  of  absolutely  dispose 
ing  of  the  funds  settled  upon  her  by  her  husband,  in  conslequence 
of  their  mutual  agreement  to  live  sepafti^te,  does  not  appear  to  be 
definitely  settled.  Some  judges  have  held  to  the  opinion  that  the 
allowance  being  made  for  the  wife's  maintenance,  she  cannot  alien 
it  by  anticipation.  While  others  contend  that,  the  wife  being  a 
feme^ole  in  reg^d  to  this  provision,  there  is  no  ordinary  di^tinc'^ 
tion  between  such  a  case  and  the  one  of  a  limitation  of  property 
to  the  wife's  separate  use ;  so  that  the  jue  di&ponendi  applies  t-o 
each  indiscriminately.  Lord  Alvanly,  Master  of  the  Bolls,  said 
that  such  an  allowance  was  not  propei*ty  to  which  the  wife  was 
entitled  to  her  sole  and  separate  use ;  that  there  was  a  special  trust 
upon  it ;  that  she  had  no  dominion  over  it,  and  any  attempted  diB* 
position  of  it  by  her  could  not  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  equity* 
{Eyde^  v.  Price,  8  Vee.  JR.  487.) 

On  the  contrary,  Mr.  Eoper  expresses  the  opinion,  that  when  the 
property  is  so  settled  by  the  husband  upon  separation  as  to  vest 
it  in  the  wife  for  her  separate  use,  consistency  requires  that  she 
should  have  the  same  powers  of  disposition  over  it  as  over  funds 
given  to  her  in  the  like  form  of  settlement  by  any  other  person. 
{Roper  on  Hwband  mid  Wife^  304.) 

In  a  late  case.  Lord  Alvinger,  C.  B.,  though  strongly  in  favor 
of  the  doctrine  that  separate  estates  created  by  deeds  of  separation 
ought  not  to  be  made  the  subject  of  charge  by  the  wife,  said  that 
he  could  not  act  upon  it,  however  just  he  might  deem  it,  after  the 
cases  had  gone  to  so  great  a  kngth  in  giving  efiect  to  deeds  of 
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separation.  {Palmer  v.  Fraaer^  3  You,  cfe  Coll.  Eq.  JEx.  H.  499.) 
After  all,  the  question  of  the  wife's  power  over  such  funds  depends 
upon  the  terms  of  the  instrument  securing  the  allowance.  IIow- 
ever,  the  intent  of  the  provision  made  for  the  wife  upon  separation 
«being  to  enable  her  to  procure  necessaries,  it  follows  that  the  appli- 
cation of  it  to  those  purposes,  whatever  the  terms  of  the  settlement, 
is  a  legitimate  appropriation  of  the  property. 

§  342.  It  has  sometimes  been  intimated  that  the  same  rnle  of 
necessity  existed  that  the  wife  should  manifest  an  intention  to 
charge  her  separate  maintenance  with  the  debts  of  particular 
creditors,  as  was  considered  to  exist,  to  entitle  her  creditors  to  claim 
upon  her  separate  estate  when  not  settled  upon  her  for  support 
and  maintenance  upon  separation.  Mr.  Roper,  however,  observes 
that  there  appears  to  be  a  wide  difference  in  principle  between  the 
two  cases ;  for  where  the  property  is  limited  to  the  wife's  separate 
nse,  and  she  cohabits  with  her  husband,  the  creditor  has  the  ha&-  ' 
band's  security  for  necessaKes ;  it  is  but  just,  therefore,  to  require 
some  evidence  of  an  agreement  between  her  and  her  creditor  that 
her  separate  estate  should  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand. 
But  that  when  the  creditor  is  deprived  of  the  husband's  security, 
by  the  allowance  to  the  wife  of  a  yearly  sum  for  maintenance  upon 
separation,  i.  e.  for  the  express  purpose  of  discharging  her  neces- 
sary debts,  it  seems  b^t  reasonable  that  a  court  of  equity  should 
consideiv  this  to  be  such  an  appropriation  of  the  fund  for  those 
demands,  as  to  entitle  her  separate  creditors  to  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  to  subject  it  in  the  hands  of  her  trustees,  to  the^  satisfaction 
of  her  debts.  (2  Hoper  on  Hiuband  and  Wife^  305.)  And  in  a  case 
of  separation  before  Lord  Thurlow,  he  expressed  himself  upon  the 
subject  thus :  "  Upon  the  question  whether  a  creditor  has  a  right 
against  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  and  against  the  husband  as 
allowing  it  to  her,  my  opinion  is,  that  prima  facie  a  creditor  has 
such  right."  (Lilia  v.  Airey^  1  Ves.  Jun.  R.  277.)  Undoubtedly, 
when  the  wife's  intention  appears  or  is  inferred  to  charge  her 
separate  maintenance  with  a  debt  for  necessaries,  it  will  entitle  the 
creditor  to  a  satisfaction  of  his  debt  out  of  the  fund  provided  for 
such  maintenance.  {Stuart  v.  RichwelZ^  3  Mad.  R.  387.  Murray 
V.  Barl&i^  3  Mylne  cfe  KeerC%  R.  209.)  Judge  Selden,  late  of  the 
New  York  court  of  appeals,  seems  to  be  of  the  opinion  that  there 
is  no  difference  between  the  case  of  separate  maintenance  and  an 
ordinary  one  of  a  separate  estate,  with  respect  to  the  power  of  the 
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wife  to  chaise  it.  ( Yale  v.  Dederer,  22  JV.  Y.  R.  450,  454.) 
While  Judge  Harris,  gitting  in  tlie  same  court,  evidently  places 
much  reliance  upon  the  circumstance  that  the  wife  is  living  apai*t 
from  her  husband  when  she  attempts  to  charge  her  estate.  (  YaU 
V.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y  R.  265,  280.) 

§  343.  What  will  determine  a  separate  maintenance  secured  to 
the  wife  by  agreement  of  the  husband,  is  not  always  an  easy  matter 
to  determine.  Upon  principle  it  would  seem  that  the  separate 
maintenance  being  founded  upon  express  contract  between  the 
parties,  or  between  the  husband  and  the  friends  of  the  wife,  it 
would  require  the  same  mutual  agreement  to  dissolve  as  to  make 
the  contract.  But  this  would  depend  much  upon  the  terms  of  the 
fieparatiou.  If  tlie  separation  be  intended  to  be  permanent,  that 
is  during  the  lives  of  the  parties ;  or  if  the  agreement  for  separation 
be  until  both  agree  to  live  together  again,  the  wife's  consent  to 
put  an  end  to  the  allowance  of  separate  maintenance  is  necessary, 
and  the  offer  of  the  husband  to  take  the  wife  back  again  and 
oohabi£  with  her,  will  not  have  the  effect  to  put  an  end  to  such 
contract.  But  if  the  agreement  for  separation  be  merely  tem- 
porary,  or  for  an  uncertain  period,  then  the  husband's  oflFer  to  take 
back  his  wife  and  maintain  her,  if  not  artfully  and  insincerely 
made,  will,  without  regard  to  her  refusal  to  return,  put  an 
end  to  the  agreement,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  not  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  separate  allowance  to  the  wife.  Such  seems  to 
be  the  doctrine  of  the  authorities,  both  English  and  American. 
(Guith  V.  Guth^  3  Broxon^s  C,  C  614.  Hoare  v.  Hoa/re^  2  Ridgway^s 
Pari.  Ca.  268.  Oawder  v.  Drap&r^  2  Vent.  R.  217.  Head  v. 
Head^  3  Atk.  R.  547.  CalMns  v.  Zong^  22  Rarb.  R.  97.)  Recon- 
ciliation and  recohabitation  will  avoid  a  deed  of  separation,  but  the 
husband  may,  nevertheless,  so  conduct  himself  afterward  as  to  con- 
tract a  new  obligation  on  the  footing  of  the  separation  deed. 
( Webster  v.  Webster^  17  English  Law  and  Equity  R.  278.  Vide 
Pidgin  v.  Cram^  8  N.  H.  R.  350.)  However,  in  such  a  case, 
when  the  wife  returns  for  the  purpose  of  resuming  her  duties 
and  privileges  as  a  married  woman,  and  is  received  by  her  hus- 
band, the  previous  agreement  to  live  separate  from  each  other  is 
at  an  end,  and  the  bond  given  for  the  separate  maintenance  falls 
with  it;  and  the  subsequent  abandonment  of  the  husband  by 
the  wife  does  not  revive  the  bond  or  the  legal  liability  of  the 
husband  to  afford  her  a  separate  maintenance.      {Shdthar  v. 
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Gregory,  2  WendetTs  E.  422.    And  mde  WdU  v.  SUyui^  9  CW. 
E.  479.) 

If  a  third  person  covenant,  for  a  yalaabl/B  consideration  moving 
from  the  husband,  to  pay  to  the  wife  a  separate  maintenance,  who 
was  then  living  apart  from  her  husband  by  mutual  agreement,  it 
seems  tliat  the  offer  of  such  person  to  take  her  to  his  house  will 
not  exempt  him  from  her  demand  for  the  separate  allowance, 
because  the  law  imposes  upon  her  no  obligation  to  reside  with 
such  person ;  besides,  if  such  a  residence  were  accepted  by  her,  it 
would  have  no  effect  in  prom9ting  a  reconciliation  between  her 
and  her  husband,  which  is  the  object  the  law  has  in  view  in  with- 
holding the  maintenance  when  it^  is  proper  to  do  so.  {DtUi&n  v. 
DtdUm,  4  Vin.  Abr.  178.) 

It  has  been  held  that  the  crime  of  adultery  on  the  part  of  the 
wife  will  not  incapacitate  her  from  compelling  her  husband  to  pay 
her  separate  maintenance,  because  at  common  law  that  did  not 
Affect  her  right  to  prosecute  her  civil  actions.  (  Vide  Sedgrw^  v. 
Seagrave^  13  Vea,  E.  439.  Jee  y.  Thurlovo,  2  Barrk.  A  Ore^.  JK. 
561.  8.  a  9  Eng.  C.  L.  E.  174.  Field  v.  Sim,  4  Boa.  cfe  Pvl. 
E.  121.)  In  one  case,  however,  the  court  seemed  to  doubt  whether 
such  an  act  would  not  determine  the  allowance  to  the  wife. 
{SchdUy  V.  Ooodman,  8  Eng,  G.  L.  E.  842.)  But  the  case  of  Set^ 
grave  v.  Seagrave  was  not  cited,  and  the  court  designedly  abstained 
from  expressing  a  decided  opinion  upon  the  subject,  although  the 
turn  which  the  case  took  would  indicate  that  the  judges  were 
undecided  upon  the  question.  Since  that,  however,  the  case  of 
Jee  y.  Thurlow  has  been  decided,  and  the  weight  of  authority  is 
clear  that  the  adultery  of  the  wife  will  not  ordinarily  ayoid  the 
allowance,  particularly  when  the  covenant  is  founded  upon  the 
engagements  of  a  trustee  to  indemnify  the  husband  against  the  sup- 
port of  the  wife,  on  the  ground  that  if  the  husband,  when  executing 
his  deed  of  settlement,  thinks  proper  to  make  the  non-commission 
of  adultery,  or  any  thing  else,  a  condition  of  paying  the  annuity 
to  his  wife,  he  should  have  covenanted  to  pay  it  quamdin  oae  ta 
vixerit — that  is,  as  long  as  she  might  have  lived  chaste  or  virtuous. 

§  344.  When  husband  &nd  wife  enter  into  covenants  to  live  sep- 
arately, the  husband  renounces  his  marital  rights  to  the  person  of 
his  wife.  Of  course,  she  is  then  entitled  to  all  acquisitions  of  prop- 
erty which  may  arise  from  her  personal  services ;  and  it  has  been 
said  that  the  husban,d  can  never  recover  any  thing  of  the  man  who 
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Bhonld  take  away  his  wife  ao  separated,  or  maintain  a  suit  against 
any  man  for  criminal  conversation  with  her.  This  latter  doctrine, 
however,  is  not  widiont  contradictory  authorities.  Mr.  Eoper  lays 
down  the  rule  that  the  wife,  after  a  separation,  retains  the  character 
of  a  married  woman,  and  that  the  huaband  may  recover  damages 
for  adultery  committed  by  the  wife  while  living  apart  from  him 
thongh  the  adultery  does  not  cause  any  forfeiture  of  the  provisions 
under  the  deed  of  settlement ;  and  Chancellor  Kent,  it  seems,  enter- 
tained the  same  opinion.  (2  Roper  on  JBtisiand  and  Wife,  h/ 
Jacobs  801-322.    2  Kent's  Com.  177,  note  J.) 

But  Judge  Beeve  states  the  doctrine,  unreservedly,  that  the  hus- 
band, while  living  apart  from  his  wife  under  a  post-nuptial 
agreement,  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  any  man  for  criminal 
conversation  with  his  wife,  or  for  taking  her  away.  {Reev^a  Dom. 
Rd.  92.) 

Lord  Kenyon  once  ruled  at  ni%i  prius^  that  an  action  for  the 
adultery  of  the  wife  was  founded  on  the  injury  which  the  husband 
has  sustained  in  the  deprivation  of  the  comfort,  society  and  assis- 
tance of  his  wife,  and  therefore,  when  the  husband  voluntarily 
relinquishes  the  comfort,  society  and  assistance  of  his  wife  by  con- 
senting to  a  aeparation  from  her,  he  can  suffer  no  loss  from  her 
incontinency  while  such  separation  continues ;  and  his  opinion  was 
afterward  confirmed  by  the  court  of  king's  bench  upon  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial.    ( 'Weed4m  v.  Tvmbrell^  5  Tenn  R,  357.) 

Lord  Ellenborongh  laid  down  the  proposition,  and  the  court  ^f 
king's  bench  aifinned  it,  that  the  surrender  by  the  husband  of  his 
marital  rights  to  the  comfort,  society  and  assistance  of  his  wife, 
under  the  instrument  of  separation  must  be  complete  and  absolute ; 
so  that,  if  the  husband  reserve  his  wife's  assistance  for  the  benefit 
of  their  infant  children,  and  she  is  to  have  liberty  to  visit  his  house 
as  often  as  she  pleases,  to  afford  them  all  necessary  care  and  atten- 
tion, in  such  and  the  like  instances  the  husband  may  maintain  an 
action  for  criminal  intercourse  with  her  during  the  separation, 
upon  the  principle  that  he  had  not,  in  fact,  wholly  parted  with  the 
comfort,  society  and  lissistance  of  his  wife ;  and,  at  the  same  time, 
his  lordship  intimated  that  the  decision  of  Weedon  v.  TimbreU 
was  not  good  law  to  the  extent  there  decided.  {Chambers  v.  Caul- 
fidd,  6  EasCs  R.  24S.) 

Perha{>s  the  point  may  be  regarded  as  unsettled,  and  yet  the 
better  opinion  is  that,  notwithstanding  the  agreement  of  separa- 
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tion,  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  and  the  rights  arising  out 
of  that  relation,  must  be  considered  as  subsisting  for  all  legal  pur 
poses;  and,  therefore,  that  a  separation  will  not  deprive  the 
husband  of  the  legal  right  of  maintaining  his  action  for  criminal 
conversation  with  his  wife,  whatever  effect  it  may  have  nj^on  the 
amount  of  damages.  ( Vide  Marshall  v.  Mutton^  8  Tertti  JS,  648, 
Winter  v.  Henn^  19  Eng.  (J.  L.  JR.  491.  Ha/rvey  v.  WdUon^  7 
Man.  cfe  Oran.  R.  644.) 

It  should  be  remarked  that  the  wife  who  lives  separate  and 
apart  from  her  husband  is  wholly  freed  and  discharged  from  all 
government  and  restraint  on  the  part  of  the  husband.  Should  he 
attempt  to  seize  her  person,  and  compel  her  to  cohabit  vrith  him, 
she  would  be  set  at  liberty  on  habeas  corpus^  and  tlie  husband 
might  be  punished  criminally,  as  for  a  breadi  of  the  peace,  or  an 
assault  and  battery.  The  contract  by  the  husband  to  permit  his 
wife  to  live  apart  from  him  is  a  formal  renunciation  of  the  marital 
right  to  seize  her  person,  and  hence  the  remedy  which  the  law  pro- 
vides in  case  he  violate  his  engagement.  ( Vide  Rex  v.  Lester^  1 
Strangers  R.  478.  Rex  v.  Clarkson^  2  ih,  444.  Rex  v.  Meadj  1 
Burr.  R.  542.  The  King  v.  Winion,  6  Term  R.  89.)  Nor  is  the 
husband  justified  in  entering  the  house  of  a  third  person  to  reclaka 
liis  wife,  when  he  has  allowed  her,  by  a  separation  deed,  to  Uve 
where  she  pleases.    (Zeiois  v.  Pcmfrford^  34  £kg.  C.  L.  R.  584.) 

§  345.  As  has  been  before  intimated,  a  settlement  of  property 
upon  a  wife  by  articles  of  separation  does  not  affect  the  right  of 
purchasers  or  creditors,  unless  it  be  made  upon  ample  pecuniary 
consideration,  or  there  be  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  some  friend  of 
the  wife,  or  her  triistees,  to  indemnify  the  husband.  Indeed,  all 
post-nuptial  settlements  of  property,  whether  with  a  view  to  a 
separation  of  the  husband  and  wife  or  not,  are  void  as  to  creditors 
and  purchasers  in  good  faith,  unless  made  upon  adequate  considera- 
tion, and  such  a  consideration  as  would  bar  Creditors  in  other  cases 
between  .debtors  and  creditors.  A  reference  to  some  of  the  authori- 
ties will  illustrate  the  rule. 

A  marriage  settlement  made  when  the  husband  was  deeply  in 
debt,  covering  the  greater  part  of  the  grantor's  property,  on  the 
eve  of  judgment,  and  not  recorded,  was  held  absolutely  void  as  to 
creditors.    {Croft  v.  Arthur^  3  Dessau.  R.  223.) 

A  conveyance  of  the  whole  of  his  property  by  a  husband  to 
trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  his  issue,  is  a  voluntary 
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conyejance,  and  the  subsequent  sale  of  the  property  is  carried  back 
to  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  considered  as  proving  that  deed  to 
have  been  executed  with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  deceive  a  subsequent 
creditor.    {Cathcart  v.  Sobinson,  6  Peters*  H.  264,) 

A  voluntary  settlement  after  marriage,  in  pursuance  of  a  parol 
agreement  entered  into  before  marriage,  is  not  valid  as  to  creditors, 
and  especially  if  the  post-nuptial  agreement  does  not  recite  the 
parol  antenuptial  agreement.  But  a  settlement  after  marriage  in 
pursuance  of  a  valid  written  agreement  before  marriage,  is  good. 
(JSeade  v.  Limn^Hton^  8  Jphna.  Oh.  li.  488.)  And  vide  SaUer- 
ihwaite  v.  Greeley^  3  Oree-rCs  CK  R.  489.)  And  a  settlement  after 
marriage,  on  a  wife,  of  property  belonging  to  her  before  marriage, 
in  pursuance  of  an  antenuptial  parol  agreement,  is  good  as  against 
creditors.  {Wood  v.  Sa/oage^  WaUc^^e  Ch.  R.  471.)  A  post- 
nuptial settlement  by  a  husband  upon  his  wife,  is  void  as  to  credit- 
ors then  existing,  but  may  be  good  as  to  subsequent  creditors. 
{Bank  U.  S.  v.  JCnnie,  Wright's  [Ohw]  R.  604.  But  vide  Picquet 
V.  Su)any  4k  MasorCs  R.  443.)  When  it  is  established  that,  at  the 
time  of  a  voluntary  settlement  on  the  wife  by  the  husband,  he  was 
indebted  to  any  amount,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  claimant 
under  the  settlement  to  show  the  solvency  of  the  husband  sufficient 
to  establish  that  it  was  not  covinous.  Such  a  settlement,  though 
not  fraudulent  per  se^  if  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent  as  to  any 
creditor  then  existing,  or  who  might  in  future  exist,  would  be 
void.  (  WodsterCs  Appeal^  51  Penn.  R,  452.  Vide  also  Hudn^l 
V.  Wilder ^  4  McCord^s  R.  294.)  A  voluntary  settlement,  of 
either  lands  or  chattels,  by  a  person  indebted  at  the  time,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children,  is  void  as  against  creditors. 
{Bayard  v.  Hoffman^  4  Johns.  Ch,  R.  450.  But  vide  Teasdale  v. 
Reabome,  2  Bay's  R.  546.)  A  post-nuptial  settlement  in  pursuance 
of  a  parol  agreement  entered  into  before  marriage  is  not  valid,  if 
the  husband  be  indebted  at  the  time  of  the  settlement,  and  as  to  his 
•  antecedent  creditors,  it  will  be  declared  absolutely  void.  {Borst 
V.  Carey,  16  Barh.  R.  136.) 

§  346.  But  all  the  authorities  agree  that  a  post-nuptial  agreement 
between  husband  and  wife,  by  which  property  is  set  apart  for  the 
wife,  though  void  at  law,  will  be  sustained  in  equity,  unless  the 
rights  of  creditors  interfere.  ( Wood  v.  Worden,  20  Ohio  R.  518. 
Garlick  v.  Strong,  3  Paige's  Ch.  R.  440.)  And  a  fair  post-nuptial 
agreement  by  which  the  conveyance  of  land  is  provided  for,  will 
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be  enforced  and  a  conveyance  decreed  after  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band.   {Thomas  v.  Brown^  10  Ohio  St.  R.  247:) 

A  poBt-nuptiil  agreement  between  hnsband  and  wife,  by  which 
the  husband  settled  upon  his  wife  the  land  and  personal  propaty 
which  had  come  to  the  wife  by  descent,  the  personalty  being  about 
equivalent  to  her  equity,  waa  sustained  as  to  that,  but  declared 
void  as  to  his  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  at  the  suit  of  his 
.  creditors.  ( WickeB  v.  Clarke^  8  Pa/ige'a  Ch.  JR.  161.)  The  wife's 
equity  in  a  legacy  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  post-nuptial 
agreement  of  the  husband  that  a  part  of  it,  when  collected,  shall 
be  appix>priated  for  the  sole  benefit  of  herself  and  her  children. 
{Partridge  v.  Ha/oens^  10  Paige^a  Ch,  E.  618.) 

In  a  contract  between  the  wife,  by  the  obligee  as  her  trustee, 
and  the  husband's  personal  representative,  a  bond  given  by  the 
husband,  after  marriage,  to  secure  to  her  the  amount  of  a  l^cy 
bequeathed  to  her  by  her  father's  will,  was  held  valid.  (Northrvp 
v.  Bamum^  15  Wend,  R.  167.) 

The  presumption  that  he  who  supplies  the  money  to  make  a 
purchase,  intends  it  for  his  own  benefit  rather  than  that  of  another, 
does  not  apply  in  cases  like  that  of  parent  and  child,  or  husband 
and  wife,  when  the  purchase  may  fairly  be  deemed  to  have  been 
made  for  another  from  motives  of  natiural  love  and  affection.  The 
presumption  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  purchase  is  intended  as  an 
adcanoementy  and  it  will  be  sustained  unless  the  contrary  is  estab- 
lished by  proof.  Upon  this  principle,  when  a  purchase  is  made  by 
a  husband,  and  the  deed  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  a  resolting 
trust  cannot  be  established  in  favor  of  the  husband  without  some 
evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the  deed  was  intended  as  a 
provision  in  the  wife's  fayor.  (  WUton  v.  Devine^  20  -ffarJ.  R.  9. 
Vide  also  Jencks  v.  Alexander^  11  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  619.) 

§  347.  The  doctrine  of  the  authorities  upon  the  subject  of  agree- 
ments for  a  separate  maintenance  has  been  intelligently  extracted, 
and  the  following  conclusions  arrived  at :  "  First,  that  they  are 
valid,  and  will  be  enforced  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  without  the 
intervention  of  a  trustee  to  support  them ;  secondly,  that  they  are 
valid  both  against  purchasers  and  creditors,  when  made  in  pur- 
suance of  an  agreement  in  writing,  entered  into  by  the  partis 
anterior  to  the  marriage,  the  marriage  in  such  case  being  a  valuable 
consideration  for  the  settlement,  and  that  when  made  after  marriage, 
though  void  as  against  creditors  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  they 
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are  valid  against  subsequent  purcliasers  aud  creditors ;  and,  thirdly, 
that  thej  are  not  oontrary  to  tljp  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law.  It 
would,  indeed,  be  strange  that  when,  from  family  discords  or 
otherwise,  a  separation  between  husband  and  wife  becomes  indis- 
pensably necessary  to  the  happiness  of  both,  that  the  law  should 
refuse  its  sanction  to  a  provision  made  by  the  husband  to  shield 
the  wife,  when,  he  is  amply  able  and  willing  to  place  her  in  a  situa- 
tion where  slie  will  be  protected  from  poverty  and  wa«t,  and  no 
longer  be  a  burden  upon  her  friends;  or  when  his  brutal  insults 
may  have  driven  her  forth  upon  the  world,  that  the  law  should 
not  grasp  at  that  momentary  relaxation  of  his  barbarity  which 
influences  him  to  provide  such  a  settlement  for  his  wife.  But  this 
question  is  now  too  well  settled  to  be  longer  susceptible  of  litiga- 
tion ;  and  the  courts  of  law  and  equity,  both  in  England  and  the 
United  States,  now  almost  universally  lend  (heir  assistance  in 
carrying  out  the  humane  provisions  in  support  of  the  wife." 
{Jieeve^a  Dom.  ltd.  Sd  ed.  181,  note  1.)    ■ 

§  348.  The  terms  "separate  estate"  and  "separate  use"  are 
rery  often  used  in  connection  with  the  rights  of  a  femerccvert  as 
synonymous,  but  tliere  is  a  great  diflerence  in  their  real  significa- 
tion. The  expression  "  separate  estate  "  means  property  given  or 
settled  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  or  as  it  is  defined 
in  a  late  case,  it  means  an  equitable  estate  held  by  some  one  in 
trust  for  a  married  woman.  {TodcCs  Appeal^  24  Penn.  R.  429.) 
Or,  according  to  Judge  Bouvier,  by  the  term  separate  estate  is 
meant  that  property  which  belongs  to  a  married  woman,  and  over 
which  her  husband  has  no  right  in  equity.  (4  Bowv.  Inst.  272.) 
The  estate  may  consist  of  lands  or  personal  chattels. 

According  to  Lord  Bacon,  "  a  use  is  an  owner's  life  in  trust." 
(3  BacorCs  WbrkSy  298.)  As  the  word  tw^*  was  employed  in  the 
Koman  civil  law,  it  meant  a  right  to  take  so  much  of  the  fruit  or 
profit  of  a  tiling  as  was  needed  for  sustenance ;  and  by  the  common 
law  a  use  is  the  right  in  equity  to  have  the  profit  or  benefit  of 
lands  or  tenements ;  or  it  means  a  confidence  reposed  in  one  who 
has  the  property  in  possession,  or  in  whom  is  the  legal  title,  that 
he  will  hold  it  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  another,  who  is  called  the 
cestui  qui  use.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  two  terms 
'^  separate  estate,"  and  "  separate  use,"  although  often  spoken  of 
tr^ether,  and  in  many  respects  similar  in  their  meaning,  are 
different  in  important  particulars.     The  first  term  is  invariably 
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applied  to  property  or  interests  of  a  married  woman,  while  the 
latter  m^  be  applied  either  to  cer^fdn  equitable  rights  or  interests 
ofa/««*«««rt,orother8. 

A  separate  use  in  the  wife  can  be  created  only  by  an  instmment 
expressly  showing  the  donor's  intention  to  bar  the  husband's 
marital  rights.  {Frith  y.  CaldweU,  31  Pmn.  R.  228.)  And  a 
separate  nse  for  a  married  woman  expires  npon  her  discoverture, 
and  she  is  then  entitled  to  receive  the  corpus  of  the  estate 
{Harris'  Estate,  3  PhUa.  R.  326.  Harrison  v.  BrolasJey,  1  Am, 
Law  Beg.  439.) 

A  post-nnptial  settlement  and  conveyance  in  trust  to  receive  the 
rents  atid  profits  of  the  land  and  pay  them  over  to  a  married 
woman,  to  her  separate  nse,  is  a  valid  express  trust,  and  the  wife 
cannot  in  any  manner  assign  or  dispose  of  her  interest,  nor  charge 
or  contingently  dispose  of  the  rents  and  profits.  {Noyes  v.  Blake- 
man,  8  Sand.  H.  53L    S.  C.  6  N.  Y.  R.  667.) 

No  technical  form  of  words  is  necessary  to  create  a  tmst  for  the 
separate  nse  of  a  marrried  woman.  If  the  property  be  vested  in 
a  tmstee,  and  the  tmst  declared  to  be  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit 
and  the  money  to  be  paid  to  her  individually,  it  is  equivalent  to 
providing  for  payment  to  the  wife  upon  her  separate  receipt,  and 
to  exclude  the  husband.  {Stuart  v.  Eissam,  2  Barb.  R.  493. 
Vide  VAmowreaux  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  1  Barb.  Ch.  R.  34.) 

A  conveyance  by  a  husband  of  all  bis  right  in  his  wife's  prop- 
erty in  trust,  for  her  separate  use  and  the  use  of  her  children,  is 
valid,  not  only  as  to  the  husband,  but  as  to  his  creditors.  {Don- 
nellfs  Estate,  2  Phila.  R.  51.) 


CHAPTER  XXV. 

ACQUTSmONS  OF  THE  WIFE  DUEINQ  COVERTUBE  —  TRANSACTIONS 
BETWEEN  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE — REAL  ESTATE  CONVEYED  TO  HUS- 
BAND AND  WIFE,  HOW  HELD  —  WIFE's  REAL  PROPERTT,  HOW 
TRANSFERRED. 

§  349.  The  effect  of  the  separate  use  or  tmst  is  to  enable  a 
married  woman,  in  direct  contravention  of  the  principles  of  law, 
lo  acquire  property  independently  of  her  husband,  and  to  ^ter 
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into  contracts  and  incur  liabilities  in  reference  to  such  property, 
and  dispose  of  it  as  a  feme-sde^  notwithstanding  her  coverture  and 
disability  at  law.  But  independently  of  the  acquirement  by  the 
wife  of  separate  property  by  the  means  of  the  separate  trust  biefore 
considered,  there  are  ways  by  which  she  may  obtain  property  apart 
from  her  husband,  and  hold  it  entirely  free  from  his  interference.. 
For  example,  she  may  acquire  property  by  carrj'ing  on  trade  on 
her  own  separate  account  apart  from  her  husband.  She  may  do 
.this  under  a  particular  custom  of  the  city  of  London,  in  which  case 
it  must  be  done  strictly  with  the  terms  of  the  custom.  The  trade 
must  be  carried  on  within  the  city,  and  on  the  wife^s  sole  account ; 
for  if  by  any  means  it  can  be  proved  that  the  husband  had  any 
concern  in  the  trade,  the  case  will  not  be  protected  by  the  custom. 
But  the  intermeddling  of  the  husband  is  expressly  provided  against 
by  the  husband.  Ho  may,  however,  determine  his  wife's  trading 
in  future ;  but  he  cannot  do  so  in  retrospect,  neither  can  he  do  any 
act  to  injure  her  creditors,  who  are  entitled  to  be  satisfied  out  of 
her  property  in  trade.  But  after  these  demands  are '  satisfied,  it 
seems  he  may  by  law  possess  himself  of  the  surplus  of  her  prop- 
erty ;  for  the  custom  does  not  extend  to  this  point,  it  regarding 
only  trade  and  commerce.  {Zavie  v.  PhiUipa^  3  Burr.  H,  1782.) 
This  local  custom,  however,  is  of  little  general  importance,  although 
the  same  custom  may  prevail  elsewhere  than  in  Loudon. 

§  350.  But  the  ability  of  the  wife  to  carry  oh  business  on  her  own 
individual  account,  may  arise  in  .consequence  of  express  agreement 
between  her  and  her  husband  before  marriage,  or  from  his  subse« 
qnent  permission.  Upon  the  abstract  question  of  the  legal  power 
of  the  wife  to  carry  on  trade  upon  her  separate  account  during  mar- 
riage, Lord  Mansfield  has  observed,  ^'  that  whether  by  any  means 
a  man  might  before  marriage  put  his  intended  wife  in  a  situatiom 
to  carry  on  a  separate  trade,  there  was  no  authority  that  he  might 
not  do  so."    (Jarman  v.  WaUotony  3  Term  li.  620.) 

When  the  agreement  is  made  previously  to  the  marriage,  the 
marriage  being  a  valuable  consideration,  the  transaction  will  not 
only  be  obligatory  upon  the  husband,  but  it  will  also  be  binding 
upon  his  creditors.  When  the  agreement  originates  during  the 
marriage,  it  will  be  void  against  his  creditors  but  good  against  him- 
self, and  all  persons  claiming  as  volunteers  from  or  through  him, 
upon  the  same  principle  that  a  post-nuptial  settlement  is  valid, 
except  as  against  creditors  existing  at  tlie  date  of  the  settlement. 


484  LAW  OF  COVERTURE. 

And  in  equity,  Becurities  given  by  or  to  the  wife  in  her  name,  for 
a  debt  which  she  is  allowed  to  contract  in  respect  to  her  separate 
business,  will  be  established  against  herself  in  respect  to  her 
acquisitions  in  such  business,  upon  the  principal  of  her  power  of 
acting  as  9k  feme-sole^  and  her  absolute  dominion  over  such  separate 
acquisitions  and  concerns.  (2  BrigMa  Husbcmd  and  Wife^  298. 
Vide  Kasad  v.  Becker,  25  Umjo,  Pr.  E.  373.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  wife  may  become  a  sole  dealer  or  trader, 
by  permi^ion  of  her  husband,  even  without  deeds  between  them, 
and  therefore  she  becomes  entitled  to  all  her  earnings,  as  her 
separate  estate.    {Megrath  v.  Bobertaony  1  Deaaau.  B.  445.) 

The  personal  savings  of  the  wife,  the  result  of  her  labor,  may 
with  the  assent  of  the'  husband,  be  applied  to  her  separate  use,  so 
far  as  the  husband  and  his  representatives  are  concerned,  though 
not  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  husband.  {BaaJiaw  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 7  B.  Man.  B.  443.) 

The  husband  may,  by  gift  or  contract,  create  in  his  wife  a 
separate  estate  in  the  proceeds  of  her  own  labor ;  the  validity  of 
such  gift  as  against  creditors,  being  subject  to  the  same  rules  which 
apply  to  other  voluntary  conveyances.  {Pinkaton  v.  McZemore, 
31  Ala.  B.  308.) 

§  351.  If  the  husband  deserts  his  wife,  and  refuses  to  perform  his 
marital  obligations  and  duties,  the  acquisitions  of  property  by  the 
wife,  during  such  desertion,  are  her  own,  and  of  course  she  may 
dispose  of  them  as  she*  pleases.  {Stenett  v.  Wynn,  17  Serg.  <6 
BawWa  B.  130.  Lawrence  v.  Spear,  17  CaL  R.  421.  Be/idum 
V.  Pratt,  1  Ohio  St.  B.  403.)  And  in  these  cases  the  doctrine  is 
recognized  that  the  wife  in  such  circumstances  may  sue  and  be 
sued  as  &feme-aole.    ( Vide  dUo  Cecil  v.  Juxon,  1  Atk.  B.  278.) 

In  Pennsylvania,  it  has  been  held  that  a  married  woman  left  by 
her  husband  to  obtain  her  own  living,  may  claim  compensation 
for  her  labor,  and  though  she  cannot  sue  in  her  own  name  at  law, 
yet  her  marriage  would  make  no  objection  in  a  court  of  equity. 
{i^pier^a  appeal,  26  Pjmn.  B.  233.) 

And  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  it  has  been  decided  that  a  wife  aban- 
doned in  a  foreign  country,  and  who  comes  to  this  country  to 
reside  after  such  abandonment,  is  competent  to  contract  for  neces- 
saries and  acquire  property  by  her  own  labor,  and  bring  suits,  and 
be  sued,  in  the  same  manner  as  though  she  was  a  fenve-aoU. 
{Wagg  v.  Gihbma,  6  Ohio  St.  B.  580.) 
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When  the  hushand,  by  his  cruelty,  drove  his  wife  from  his  honse 
without  providing  any  means  for  her  support,  and  she  came  to  the 
State  of  Massachusetts  and  maintained  herself  there  for  more  than 
twenty  years  as  a  single  woman,  and  it  appeared  that  the  husband 
had  always  been  a  citizen  and  resident  of  another  state,  and  had, 
since  the  expulsion  of  his  wife,  married  and  cohabited  with  another 
woman,  it  was  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  do  business,  and  sue 
and  be  sued  as  a  feme-^ole.    {Ahhot  v.  BagUy^  6  Pick.  R.  89.) 

In  a  previous  case  decided  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  was 
lield  that  a  feme-cfyoert^  whose  husband  deserted  her  in  a  foreign 
country,  and  who  had  thereafter  maintained  herself  as  a  single 
woman,  and  for  five  years  had  lived  in  that  commonwealth,  thp 
husband  being  a  foreigner,  and  having  never  been  within  the 
United  States,  was  competent  to  act  as  a  feme-sole^  and  receive 
the^rewards  of  her  personal  labor  and  business ;  and,  further,  that 
she  might  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  feme-sole^  and  that  her  release 
would  be  a  valid  discharge  for  any  judgment  she  might  recover. 

In  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Putnam,  J.,  said :  "  Misera- 
ble, indeed,  would  be  the  situation  of  those  unfortunate  women 
whose  husbands  have  renounced  their  society  and  country,  if  thq 
disabilities  of  coverture  should  be  applied  to  them  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  such  desertion.  If  that  were  the  case,  they  could 
obtain  no  credit  on  account  of  their  husbands,  for  no  process  could 
reach  him ;  and  they  could  not  recover  for  a  trespass  upon  their 
persons  or  their  property,  or  for  the  labor  of  tlieir  hands.  They 
would  be  left  the  wretched  dependents  upon  charity,  or  driven  to 
the  commission  of  crimes  to  obtain  a  precarious  support.  *  * 
The  case  at  bar  comes  within  the  spirit  of  the  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  founded  in  reason  and  necessity,  in  cases  of  exile  and 
abjuration.  The  plaintiff  has  been  domiciled  here  many  years  as 
a  ferrle^sole.  Her  husband  is  an  alien ;  and  never  was  and  is  not 
expected  ever  to  be  in  this  country.  He  abandoned  his  wife,  and 
for  a  great  number  of  years  made  no  provision  for  her  support  in 
his  own  country.  He  has  not,  it  is  true^  abjured  his  country ;  but 
he  has  compelled  his  wife  to  abjure  it.  This  sliould  not  make  the 
case  better  or  worse  for  her.  If  the  husband  had  been  a  native 
citizen,  and  had  deserted  his  wife,  and  became  a  subject  of  a  foreign 
state,  the  law  would  be  clear  for  her,  upon  the  adjudged  cases. 

"  We  are  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  may  acquire  property,  and  be 
permitted  to  sue,  and  is  liable  to  be  sued  as  a  feme-Bolej  and  that 
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her  release  would  be  a  valid  discharge  for  the  judgment  she  may 
recover.''    {Gregory  v.  Pavl^  15  Maaa.  R.  31,  34,  35.) 

The  desertion  of  the  husband,  however,  whidi  will  effect  this 
must  be  complete  and  absolute,  and  continued  with  the  intent  to 
renounce  de  facto  the  marital  relation,  and  leave  the  wife  to  act  as 
a  feme-sole.    {Oregory  v.  Pierce^  4  Mete.  [ J/iw*.]  R.  478.) 

When  husband  and  wife  live  apart  by  voluntary  separtaion,  the 
wife  is  entitled  to  all  acquisitions  of  property  which  may  arise 
from  her  personal  services,  and  it  has  been  he]d  that  in  such  a  case 
she  may  sue  and  be  sued  as  z,  feme-sole;  but  the  better  doctripe  is, 
that,  independent  of  statutory  provision,  a  feme-ooveri  cannot  sue 
or  be  sued  alone,  while  living  apart  from  her  husband  under  a 
deed  of  separation.  (  Vide  Hyde  v.  Price^  3  Yes.  R.  443.  Beard 
V.  WM,  2  Bos.  dk  Pul.  R.  105.  WardeU  v.  Gooch,  1  Ea^'s  R. 
582.  St.  John  v.  St.  John^  11  Ves.  R.  529.  Baker  v.  Barney^  8 
Johns.  R.  72.) 

§  352.  In  the  State  of  Maine,  it  has  recently  been  held  that  the 
general  rule  is,  that  a  married  woman  cannot  make  a  binding 
contract,  or  be  the  subject  of  a  suit ;  but  if  there  has  been  a  deser- 
tion by  the  husband,  in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term,  and 
their  separation  has  been  long  continued,  and  is  so  complete  that 
he  must  be  regarded  as  having  renounced  all  Itis  marital  rights  and 
relations,  such  a  case  would  be  an  exception  to  the  rule,  and  she 
would  be  treated  as  a  feme-sdU;  and  that  evidence  that  the 
separation  was  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties,  and  that  pro- 
vision for  a  separate  maintenance  of  the  wife  was  made  by  the 
husband,  tends  to  prove  such  a  renunciation,  but  does  not  render 
the  conclusion  inevitable  that  the  husband  has  renounced  all  bis 
marital  rights.     {Ayer  v.  Warren^  47  Maine  R.  217.) 

§  353.  In  the  State  of  New  York,  it  has  been  held  that  previous 
to  1860  the  common  law  controlled  the  relation  and  rights  of  hus- 
band and  wife  in  respect  to  the  services  of  the  latter,  and  that  an 
agreement  made  prior  to  that  date,  between  a  married  woman, 
with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  her  husband,  and  a  third 
person,  for  personal  services  to  be  rendered  by  the  vrife,  who 
agreed  that  she  should  be  paid  what  her  services  were  worth,  gave 
to  the  wife  no  title  to  her  earnings  in  her  own  right ;  and  that  in  law 
such  earnings  belonged  absolutely  to  the  husband,  and  the  promise 
to  pay  her  was,  in  law,  a  promise  to  pay  the  husband.  In  giving 
the  opinion  of  the  court  the  judge  remarked :  '^  It  does  not  need 
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the  citation  of  authorities  to  prove  that  by  the  common  law  the 
husband  and  wife  are  but  a  single  person,  and  that  during  coverture 
the  husband  is  entitled  to  all  the  services  and  earnings  of  the  wife, 
as  well  as  her  personal  estate,  which  vests  in  him  absolutely  the 
moment  it  comes  into  his  possession,  as  one  of  his  marital  rights. 
*  *  *  It  follows  from  this  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to 
these  earnings  which  can  be  enforced  in  an  action  at  law,  nor 
indeed  in  equity.  She  has  no  more  right  to  collect  the  debt  than 
any  other  third  person.  For,  although  the  agreement  was  with 
her,  and  she  was  to  be  paid,  she  was  incapable  of  entering  into 
any  such  contract  on  her  own  account  at  the  time,  and  could 
acquire  no  separate  right  by  it.  Tlie  assent  of  the  husband  was 
nothing  in  law,  other  than  that  she  might  labor  on  his  account  and 
receive  the  money  for  him  as  his  agent ;  even  if  the  fact  found  can 
be  construed  into  a  consent  that  the  money  might  be  paid  directly 
to  her."  (  Woodbeok  v.  BavenSj  42  Barb.  JR.  66,  69.)  Here  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  husband  expressly  permitted  his  wife  to  do  the 
work  upon  her  own  account,  and  receive  compensation  for  her 
Bcparate  use ;  and  yet  the  tenor  of  the  decision  is  to  the  effect  that, 
if  such  fact  had  appeared,  it  would  not  change  the  result.  This 
would  seem  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  South 
Carolina  that  a  wife  may  become  a  sole  trader  hy  permission  of 
her  husband,  and  thereby  becomes  entitled  to  all  her  earnings  as  her 
separate  estate.  (  Vide  Magrath  v.  Edbertaon^  1  Dessau,  iZ.  445.) 
But  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  has  been  held  that  an  ante- 
nuptial agreement  that  the  wife  shall  have  her  own  earnings  to  her 
separate  use  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  previous  or  subse- 
quent creditors  of  the  husband.  {Keith  v.  WoorribeU^  8  Pick.  R. 
215.)  ' 

In  Kentucky,  it  has  been  held  that  when  the  acquisition  of  the 
title  to  property  is  fair,  the  husband's  rescission  of  the  contract 
whereby  it  was  acquired  cannot  affect  her,  although  she  cannot 
hold  an  estate  acquired  by  the  joint  fraud  of  herself  and  husband. 
{Gere  v.  SummersaU^  5  Mon.  R.  512.  Vide  also  Bashaw  v. 
ChamrAerU^in^  7  B.  Mon.  R.  443.) 

§  354.  The  power  of  a  married  woman  to  carry  on  business  on 
her  own  account,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued,  is  regulated  in  several  of 
the  states  by  statute,  which  will  be  particularly  noted  hereafter. 

Of  course,  where  the  marriage  is  dissolved  by  an  absolute  divorce, 
the  wife  may  then  do  business  and  receive  all  the  fruits  of  her 
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business  and  personal  earnings,  the  same  as  thongh  she  was  never 
married;  although  upon  this  matter  we  have  no  very  distinct 
L'ght  from  the  English  common  law.  The  approved  doctrine,  how- 
ever, is  that  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  places  both 
parties,  the  innocent  and  the  gnilty,  so  far  as  this  question  is  con* 
cemed,  in  the  condition  of  single  persons.  Certain  disabilities  may 
still  attach  to  the  offending  party,  but  so  far  as  the  acquisition  of 
property  is  concerned,  the  condition  of  the  parties  is  the  same  to  aU 
intents  and  purposes  as  though  they  had  never  been  mamed. 

"Whether  the  wife,  after  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board,  may  do 
business,  and  sue  and  be  sued  in  all  respects  as  a  fentesole^  is  a 
question  of  more  doubt ;  and  yet  the  better  opinion  is  that  she  may. 
In  a  case  in  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Maseachnsetts,  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  observed :  "  After  such  divorce,  the  law  of  this  com- 
monwealth recognizes  her  right  to  acquire  and  hold  property,  to 
take  her  own  eamings  to  her  own  use,  for  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  herself  and  children.  She  is  deprived  of  the  protectioa 
and  exempted  from  the  control  of  her  hnsband.  She  may,  by  the 
decree  of  the  court  granting  the  divorce,  and  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  laws  of  tiie  commonwealth,  be  charged 
with  the  custody,  and  consequently  with  the  support  and  main- 
tenance, of  the  children  of  the  marriage.  The  reason,  therefore, 
why  a  wife  cetnnot  sue  or  be  sned  witliout  joining  and  being 
joined  with  her  husband,  does  not  exist.  But  tlie  relation  in  which 
the  divorce  a  TTi^n^is^  et  thoro  places  the  parties,  opposes  such  joinder. 
If  it  were  necessary  to  join  the  husband  as  plaintiff,  be  might 
release  her  rights,  by  which  she  would  be  subjected  to  costs ;  if  ho 
might  be  joined  as  defendant,  he  might  be  made  subject  to  her 
debts ;  both  of  which  consequences  are  repugnant  to  the  new  rela- 
tion of  divided  and  separate  interests,  in  which  tlie  law  by  such  a 
decree  places  them.  Wliilst  the  law  tlius  recognizes  the  right  of  a 
woman  so  divorced  to  acquire  and  take  the  proceeds  of  her  indns- 
try  to  her  own  use,  it  recognizes  her  power  to  make  contracts ;  and 
if  she  could  not  sue  or  be  sued,  it  would  present  the  anomalous  case 
in  which  the  law  recognizes  a  right  without  affording  a  r^nedy  for 
vindicating  it,  and  subjects  a  party  to  a  duty  witliout  lending  its 
aid  to  eijforce  it.'*  {Pierce  v.  Bumham^  4  Mete.  E.  308, 805.  Vide 
also  Dean  v.  Eiohmond^  5  Pick.  B.  461.)  And  there  are  cases  in 
others  of  the  states  where  tlie  Bame  doctrine  is  favored.  {  Vide 
JLrfecre  v.  Murdook^  WrigM^s  JS*  205.    Taylor  v.  Simpson^  6  J.  J. 
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Marsh.  B.  689.  Benadum  y.  PraU,  1  Ohio  St.  B.  403.  Praiher  v. 
darkey  1  Tread.  B.  453.)  This  would  seem  to  be  a  very  reason- 
able doctrine,  and  yet  there  are  authorities  apparently  opposed  to 
it  (  Vide  Burr  v.  Burr^  10  Paige's  Ch.  B.  166.  Clark  v.  Clark, 
6  WaUs  i&  Serg.  B.  85.    Ba/rber  v.  Barber,  1  (7AarM?.  i?.  280.) 

§  355.  It  may  be  remarked  that  the  capacity  of  a  feme-covert  to 
contract,  and  her  liability  for  her  debts,  being  exceptional  cases,  a 
plaintiff  wlio  seeks  to  charge  her  by  a  judgment  must  bring  his 
case  within  some  of  the  exceptions  stated.  {Mahen  v.  Gonrdey^ 
34  Penn.  B.  80.) 

When  the  declaration  contains  no  averment  respecting  the  origin 
of  the  debt,  the  plea  of  coverture  is  a  good  defehse  of  the  wife. 
If  the  plaintiff  wishes  to  avoid  the  effect  of  such  a  plea,  he  must 
Bet  forth  in  his  replication  the  special  ciroumstances  which  make 
the  wife  liable  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  or  amend  his  declara- 
tion BO  as  to  do  so.  t^Mwrry  v.  Keyes,  85  Penn.  B.  484.)  It  is 
proper  that  this  doctrine  be  borne  in  mind  in  connection  with  the 
subject  of  the  wife^s  acquisitions  during  coverture,  as  the  subjects 
are  closely  related. 

When  the  husband  and  wife  cohabit,  the  presumption  always  is 
that  the  labor  or  business  of  the  wife  is  on  the  account  of  her  hus* 
band.  When  a  wife  and  her  son  went  i^to  business  together,  and 
her  husband  acted  as  their  business  agent,  the  court  required 
strong  proof  that  the  property  was  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife, 
as  against  the  creditors  of  the  husband,  on  account  of  the  legal 
presumptions  to  the  contrary.  (Homeffer  v.  Duress,  13  Wis.  B. 
603.) 

§  356.  When  the  husband  permits  the  wife  to  have  and  make 
profit  of  certain  articles  of  his  property,  either  for  her  own  use,  or 
in  consideration  of  her  supplying  the  family  with  particular  kinds 
of  necessaries,  or  when  he  makes  to  her  a  yearly  allowance  for  the 
keeping  of  his  house,  the  profits  in  the  first  case.,  and  the  savings 
in  the  other,  have  in  equity  been  considered  as  the  wife's  own 
separate  estate,  although  it  is  admitted  that  at  law,  upon  the 
principle  that  all  the  personal  property  which  a  married  woman 
acquires  is  that  of  her  husband,  they  belong  to  him.  This  doc- 
trine has  been  recognized  in  several  cases  in  England^  especially 
where  there  waa  no  creditor  of  the  husband  to  conAnd  with* 
(  Vide  Slanning  v.  Style,  3  P.  Wms.  B.  337.  Calmady  v.  Col- 
fnady,  11  Vin.  Abr.  181.    Mangey  v,  Bungerford,  2  JEg.  Ca.  Abr» 
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156,  m  margvn^  The  same  doctrine  has  been  recognized  to  the 
fallcBt  extent  by  the  courts  of  North  Carolina.  {^Kee  v.  VoMoir^  8 
IreddPn  Eq.  B.  553.) 

Bat  Mr.  Eoper  remarks :  ^'  These  cases,  in  which  the  wife  has 
been  considered  to  have  a  separate  property  in  her  savings  ont  of 
a  voluntary  allowance  from  her  husband,  are  shaken  by  later 
authorities,  which  have  laid  down  the  principle  that  the  wife  can- 
not acquire  separate  property  from  her  husband,  except  by  a  dear, 
irrevocable  gift,  either  to  some  person  as  a  trustee,  or  by  some 
clear  and  distinct  act  of  his,  by  which  he  divests  himself  of  the 
property,  engaging  to  hold  it  as  a  trustee  for  the  separate  use  of 
his  wife."  (2  Roper  on  Hiuband  wad  Wifej  104,  note,)  And  in  a 
leading  case,  when  the  question  was  as  to  the  wife's  right  to  jewels, 
stated  to  have  been  bought  out  of  a  yearly  sum  allowed  by  her 
husband  for  her  expenses  during  cohabitation,  the  lord  keeper 
thought  that  would  make  no  difference,  that  if  the  wife  saved 
any  thing  out  of  such  allowance,  it  belonged  to  the  husband. 
{TyrrdPs  oasey  1  Freem.  R.  304.) 

§  357.  Upon  the  principle  of  union  of  husband  and  wife  so  as 
to  be  but  one  person,  the  husband  cannot  by  any  common  law 
conveyance  give  or  grant  any  estate  to  the  wife,  either  in  possession, 
reversion  or  remainder ;  .and  the  same  disability  at  common  law 
prevails  in  regard  to  the  wife.  But  there  are  transactions  between 
husband  and  wife  which,  though  void  at  law,  are  good  in  equity, 
and  will  be  supported  wlieu  they  are  bona  Jide^  and  not  intended 
as  covers  for  fraud,  nor  are  such  unreasonable  acts  as  to  prevent 
tlie  interference  of  the  court. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  wife  may  take  from  tlie  husband  by  a 
purchase  made  by  him  in  her  name,- or  in  their  joint  names,  which 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  intended  as  a  gift  and  advancement 
to  her,  unless  evidence  of  a  different  intention  be  adduced.  {King- 
dom V.  Bridges^  2  Vern.  R.  67.  Glaieter  v.  Hewes,  8  Ves,  R.  99.) 
And  in  a  case  where  the  husband  purchased  stock  in  the  name  of 
himself  and  wife.  Lord  Eldon  said  that,^^ma  fade^  it  was  a  gift 
to  her  in  the  event  of  her  surviving,  unless  evidence  of  contem- 
poraneous acts  showing  a  contrary  intention  was  produced.  (CoaUa 
V.  StevenSy  1  You,  <fe  Col.  Ex,  R.  66.)  A  transfer  by  tlie  husband 
of  stock  already  purchased,  into  his  wife's  name,  or  into  their  joint 
names,  would  a  fortiori  be  presimied  to  be  a  gift  to  her ;  a  transfer 
being  stronger  evidence  of  an  intention  to  give  than  a  purchase  in 
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tho  namo  of  another.  {George  v.  Bank  of  England^  7  Price^a  R, 
646.  Rider  y.  iRdder^  10  Vea.  R.  360.  jDuminer  v.  Pitcher^  6 
jSim.  R.  25.  Z^no  v.  Carter^  1  ^^aw.  i?.  426.)  But  it  has  been 
said  that  gifts  from  husband  to  wife  must  be  reasonable,  or  they 
will  not  be  sustained.  Thus  in  a  case  where  the  husband,  by  a 
deed-poll,  gave  and  granted  to  his  wife  all  the  property  which  he 
then  had  or  might  afterward  have,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  such 
a  grant  or  gift  could  not  take  effect,  because  the  law  would  liot 
permit  a  man  to  make  a  grant  or  conveyance  to  his  wife  during  his 
life,  and  that  the  court  would  not  allow  tlie  wife  to  have  the  whole 
of  her  husband's  estate  while  he  lived,  for  that  was  not  in  the 
nature  of  a  provision,  which  was  all  that  she  was  entitled  to. 
{Beard  v.  Beard^  3  Atk.  R.  72.)  And  yet  there  must  be  satis- 
factory evidence  that  the  husband  has  divested  himself  of  the 
property,  and  agreed  to  hold  it  as  trustee  for  his  wife.  (  Walter  v. 
Hodge^  2  SwaneL  R.  107.  McLtam,  v.  Langland^  5  Ves.  R,  79.)  Or 
as  was  said  by  the  master  of  the  rolls  in  the  case  of  McLean  v. 
Ixtnglandy  involving  the  validity  of  a  gift  from  the  husband  to  his 
wife,  there  must  be  nothing  less  than  a  clear,  irrevocable  gift, 
either  to  some  person  as  a  trustee,  or  by  some  clear  and  distinct 
act  of  the  husband,  by  which  he  divested  himself  of  his  property, 
and  engaged  to  hold  it  as  a  trustee  for  tho  separate  use  of  his 
wife.  When  the  gifts  ai*e  not  from  the  Imsband  but  from  strangers 
either  before  or  after  marriage,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  them  in  her 
own  right,  and  tho  husband  will  be  regarded  as  the  trustee  of  the 
wife  for  her  separate  gift,  where  she  receives  it  after  the  marriage, 
in  case  no  other  trustee  is  appointed.  {Graham  v.  Londonderry^  3 
Aik.  R.  393.  Riley  v.  Riley^  25  Conn,  R.  154.)  These  cases  are 
clear  of  many  of  the  questions  which  arise  where  the  gift  is  direct 
from  the  husband. 

§  358.  The  American  authorities  are  quite  nniform  to  the  effect 
that  although  gifU  directly  from  husband  to  wife,  or  from  wife  to 
husband,  are  not  good  at  law,  yet  in  equity  they  may  be  supported, 
when  they  are  not  prejudicial  to  creditors,  even  without  the  inter- 
vention of  trustees.  A  brief  reference  to  the  spirit  of  some  of  the 
cases  will  be  all  that  is  necessary  to  understand  the  rule  as  it  is 
recognized  by  the  courts  of  this  country. 

When  there  was  an  antenuptial  agreement,  by  which  the  wife 
released  all  her  dower  to  arise  under  the  marriage,  on  the  agree- 
ment of  the  husband  that  she  should  bo  endowed  of  all  land 
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acquired  by  them  daring  the  marriage,  and  after  marriage  tihe  hus- 
band gave  his  wife  a  deed  of  certain  lands,  parcel  of  his  estate,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  suitable  provision  for  her  when  he  should 
leave  her  a  widow,  to  be  held  by  her  during  her  widowhood,  the 
late  court  of  chancery  of  New  York  held  that  equity  would  lend 
its  aid  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  and  the  conveyance 
was  declared  operative.  {Shepherd  v.  Shepherd^  7  Johns,  Ch,  B, 
57.)  When  the  husband  who  was  about  to  sell  his  estate,  agreed 
with  his  wife,  and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  purchaser,  that  if  she 
would  join  in  a  deed  of  the  premises  so  as  to  release  her  dower, 
she  should  receive  a  certain  porti9n  of  the  purchase-money  as  her 
separate  property,  free  from  the  control  of  the  husband ;  and  tlie 
purchaser  gave  a  note  to  the  wife  for  her  share  of  the  purchase- 
money  ;  and  the  agent  for  the  wife,  in  whose  hands  the  note  had 
been  placed  for  her  use,  loaned  a  part  of  the  money  received  on  the 
note,  and  took  a  bond  and  mortgage  directly  to  the  wife ;  and  the 
husband  afterward  assigned  the  mortgage  to  the  original  purchaser 
of  the  estate  without  the  assent  of  the  wife  or  her  agent ;  it  was 
held  by  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York,  that 
in  equity  the  bond  and  mortgage  belonged  to  the  wife,  and  that 
she  was  entitled  to  the  money  due  thereon,  for  her  separate  use. 
{Garliek  v.  Strong^  8  Paige^s  Ch.  R,  440.)  When  a  husband  caused 
to  be  purchased  certain  articles  of  silver  plate  of  considerable  value, 
intended  as  a  present  for  his  wife  as  expressed  by  him  at  the  time, 
and  after  the  purchase  he- received  the  articles,  and  with  his  own 
hand  gave  and  delivered  the  same  to  his  wife,  as  her  own  separate 
property,  and  always  after  spoke  of  the  same  as  her  separate  pr<^ 
erty  until  his  death,  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  New  York  held 
that  tlie  gift  was  perfect  in  equity  and  should  be  protected  ;  declar« 
ing,  however,  that  to  make  a  gift  inter  vivos,  valid  from  husband 
to  wife,  there  must  be  a  divesting  of  the  title,  and  the  act  of  giving 
must  be  clearly  proved,  and  be  irrevocable.  {JfeufvUle  v.  Thom- 
son,  3  JEdw.  Ch.  H.  92.)  In  pronouncing  judgment,  the  vice- 
chancellor  observed :  "  In  equity,  gifts  to  the  separate  use  of  a  mar- 
ried woman,  as  well  those  presented  by  the  husband  in  his  life-time 
as  those  given  by  third  persons,  with  *or  without  the  intervention 
of  trustees  expressly  named,  will  be  protected  in  cases  where  they 
have  been  made  in  good  faith^  and  the  rights  of  creditors  are  not 
infringed.  The  case  of  Walter  v.  Hodge  (2  Stoanst.  97;  S.  C.  1 
WUs.  Cli.  B.  445)  contains  all  that  it  is  nectary  to  refer  to  on  the 
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subject.  It  admits  the  proposition  that,  in  equity,  a  gift  by  a 
husband  to  his  wife  may,  under  circumstances,  be  valid ;  that 
she  may  in  this  way  acquire  property  to  her  separate  use  during 
coverture,  and,  if  necessary,  this  court  Will  consider  the  husband  a 
trustee  for  her."    {Ih.  93,  94.) 

§  359.  When  a  husband  borrowed  money  of  his  wife  which  came 
to  her  from  a  former  husband,  and  gave  her  his  promissory  note 
for  it,  it  was  held  in  the  State  of  Ohio  that  the  note  was  good,  and 
after  the  death  of  the  husband  that  it  could  be  set  up  in  eqnity 
against  the  husbaud's  administrator;  and  the  court  reiterated  the 
doctrine  in  the  same  case  that  a  husband  may  settle  a  separate 
estate  upon  his  wife,  which  will  be  valid,  except  as  to  creditors  of 
the  husband  existing  at  the  time  of  the  settlement.  {Ruber  v. 
Suber^  10  Ohio  R,  371,  373.)  And  in  another  case  in  the  same 
state,  the  court  held  that  the  husband  may  settle  a  separate  estate 
upon  his  wife,  which  will  be  good  in  equity  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  court  of  equity.    ( Wood  v.  Worden^  20  Ohio  li.  518.) 

"When  real  estate  was  purchased  by  the  husband,  and  a  deed 
taken  to  his  wife  subject  to  a  mortgage,  and  the  land  covered  by 
the  deed  was  sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution  against  the  husband, 
and  the  purchaser  got  possession  by  an  action  of  ejectment  against 
the  wife,  and  subsequently  the  mortgage  was  foreclosed,  and  the 
land  sold  for  a  sum  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
mortgage  and  costs  of  foreclosure,  it  was  held  in  Pennsylvania 
that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the  surplus  money.  {WooUton^s 
appealy  51  Perm.  B.  452.)  And,  in  the  same  state,  it  was  held 
that  a  transfer  of  land  directly  to  the  wife  by  the  husband  conveys 
nothing,  though  it  respects  the  wife's  interest.  This,  of  course,  is 
the  rule  at  law,  however  the  court  might  have  held  the  rule  to  be 
in  equity.    {Parker  v.  Stuckert^  2  Mile^^  P.  278.) 

When  a  leasehold  estate  was  conveyed  to  husband  and  wife,  and 
the  reversion  was  subsequently  sold  to  the  husband  alone,  it  was 
held,  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  that  the  deed  to  the .  husband, 
at  common  law,  extinguished  the  le/isehold  interest.  {Lamee  v. 
Lumpkin^  18  Md.  P.  334.) 

When  the  husband,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  mortgaged  a  farm 
to  his  wife,  and  the  mortgage  was  recorded,  and  afterward  the 
husband  and  wife  joined  in  a  deed  granting  the  land  by  apt  words 
of  conveyance,  it  was  held,  in  Ohio,  that  the  land  went  clear  of  all 
equities  of  the  wife,    {Gregory  v.  Oregory^  16  Ohio  St.  P.  560.) 
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It  has  been  held  in  Pennsylvania,  that  a  conveyance  of  land  by 
a  father  to  his  daufj^hter  and  her  husband,  which  was  intended  as 
an  advancement  or  gift  to  the  daughter,  vests  no  estate  in  the  hus- 
band except  as  a  trustee  for  his  wife.  {Bancard  v.  Knhn^  36  Penn. 
H,  383.)  And  in  the  same  state  it  was  held,  that  when  a  husband 
and  wife  convey  the  wife's  land  and  take  a  mortgage  to  them 
jointly  to  secure  the  purchase-money,  the  husband  has  no  l^al 
right  to  release  the  mortgage  without  consideration.  {TrinMe  v. 
Heie,  37  Penn.  li.  448.) 

§  360.  .It  has  been  lield  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States,  that  the  income  or  profit  arising  to  the  wife  from  post- 
nuptial settlements,  follows  the  nature  of  the  principal  estates,  and 
cannot  be  taken  by  the  husband  or  his.  creditors,  but  belongs  to  the 
wife,  and  is  subject  to  the  control  and  disposition  of  the  wife.  That 
it  is  her  separate  property,  and  when  invested  by  her  will  be  pro- 
tected for  her  use ;  and  into  whosesoever  hands  it  comes,  it  is  clothed 
with  the  trust  for  her,  and  not  for  her  husband,  even  when  no 
trustees  are  expressly  provided  for.  (Picquet  v.  Swan,  4  MawtCt 
R.  443.) 

It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  that  a  donation  of  a 
sum  of  money  at  a  future  time,  bj^  a  marriage  contract,  does  not 
require  a  delivery,  neither  is  it  necessary  that  it  should  be  in  the 
form  of  a  testament,  to  render  it  valid.  (  Wood  v.  Stokes^  13  La. 
An.  R,  143.) 

It  has  been  held  in  Ohio,  that  when  a  husband  carries  on  busi- 
ness in  the  name  of  his  wife  and  with  her  means,  and  makes  profits 
by  his  personal  services,  and  no  bargain  was  made  between  them 
concerning  the  business  and  the  profits  aiising  therefrom,  the  wife, 
in  equity,  is  a  preferred  creditor  of  her  husband  to  get  her  own 
means  out  of  the  concern  and  the  legal  interest  on  it,  and  that  the 
balance  must  go  to  the  creditors  of  the  husband.  {Glidden  v.  Taif- 
lor^  16  Ohio  St.  R.  509.)  But  the  contrary  doctrine  has  been  held 
in  the  State  of  Vermont,  where  it  was  decided  in  such  a  case  that 
the  creditors  of  the  husband  could  take  nothing  on  acconnt  of  the 
business  or  the  profits  thereof.  (  Webster  v.  Hildrethy  33  VL  R,  457.) 

§  361.  In  respect  to  gifts  or  grants  of  property  by  a  husband  to  his 
wife  after  marriage.  Judge  Story  says :  "  They  are  ordinarily,  hut 
not  universally,  void  at  law.  But  courts  of  equity  will  uphold 
them  in  many  cases  where  they  would  be  void  at  law ;  although,  in 
other  cases,  the  rule  of  law  will  be  recognized  and  enforced.   *  *  * 
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If  the  nature  and  circnmstances  of  the  gift  or  grant,  whether  it  be 
express  or  implied,  are  such  that  there  is  no  ground  to  suspect 
fraud,  but  it  amounts  only  to  a  reasonable  provision  for  the  wife, 
it  will,  even  though  made  after  coverture,  be  sustained  in  equity. 
*  *  *  It  is  true  that  courts  of  equity  will  require  clear  and 
incontrovertible  evidence  to  establish  such  gifts,  as  a  matter  of 
intention  and  fact ;  but  when  that  is  established,  full  effect  will  be 
given  to  them."    (2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §§  174, 175.) 

Other  authorities  may  be  referred  to  and  consulted  wherein  the 
doctrine  is  fully  recognized  that,  although  gifts  directly  from  the 
husband  to  the  wife  are  not  good  at  law,  that  in  equity  they 
may  be  supported.  {Vide  Duffy  v.  The  Ine.  Co.  8  WaUs  <fe 
Serg.  B.  413.  Oibson  v.  Toddj  1  Rawle's  H.  452.  Herr]8  appeal^ 
6  Zaw  JR.  408.  Zimtigeton  v.  Limngston^  2  Johne.  Ch.  R.  537. 
JSradieh  v.  GibbSj  3  ib.  523.  Mma  v.  Sughea^  3  Dessau.  Ch.  R. 
158.  RuUard  v.  JSriggs^  7  Pick.  R.  533.  Toilers  v.  Hayne,  3 
WhartorCs  R.  48.)  An  insolvent  husband  cannot  give  property  to 
his  wife ;  but  it  has  been  held  that,  although  he  cannot  do  that,  he 
may  give  to  her  his  personal  services,  and  her  separate  estate  will 
not  in  such  a  case  be  made  chargeable  to  her  husband's  creditors. 
{Soot  Y.  SoreU,  11  Ala.  R.  386.) 

It  was  held  in  Texas,  that  a  husband  may  settle  his  property  on 
his  wife  and  family,  when  he  can  do  so  without  impairing  the 
rights  of  existing  creditors.  {Reynolds  v.  Lanrford^  16  Tex.  R. 
286.)  And  in  Maine  the  court  decided  that  a  husband  may 
transfer  his  creditor's  promissory  note  to  his  wife,  unless  it  be  done 
for  an  inadequate  consideration,  and  with  intent  to  defraud  existing 
creditors.  {MbUey  v.  Sawyer^  38  Maine  R.  68.  Vide  also  Barron 
V.  Barron^  24  Vt.  R.  399.  George  v.  Spencer,  2  Md.  Ch.  Dec. 
353.  Meeds  v.  Meeds,  21  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.  R.  556.  Deming  v. 
WiUiams,  26  Conn.  R.  226.    Welis  v.  TreadweU,  28  Miss.  R.  717.) 

A  contract  by  the  husband  to  pay  the  wife  money  had  by  him 
from  her  has  been  held  in  Pennsylvania  to  be  void  for  want  of 
parties.  {Johnston  v.  Johnston,  1  QranCs  Cases,  468.  S.  C.  31 
Penn.  R.  450.) 

§  362.  With  respect  to  the  right  of  the  wife  to  carry  on  trade  on 
her  sole  accpimt.  Judge  Story  says  that  such  right  may  be  estab- 
lished by  an  agreement  between  the  husband  and  wife  before  or 
after  nxarriage.  "When  such  agreement  is  entered  into  before 
marriage,  it  stands  upon  a  valuable  consideration ;  and,  therefore, 


496  JjAW  of  covEBTjms. 

if  there  is  the  interposition  of  trustees,  it  will  be  maintained 
against  the  husband  and  his  creditors,  as  well  at  law  as  in  equity. 
*  *  **  Even  if  no  trustees  are  interposed,  the  property  will,  in 
the  like  case,  be  protected  in  equity  against  the  claims  of  the  hus- 
band and  his  creditors,  and  excepted  out  of  the  general  rules 
which  govern  in  cases  of  husband  and  wife. 

"  When  the  agreement  for  a  separate  trade  by  the  wife  occurs  after 
marriage,  and  it  is  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  the  like 
protection  will  be  given  at  law,  if  the  property  is  vested  in  trus- 
tees ;  and  the  property,  and  the  income  and  profits  thereof,  will  be 
held  secure  for  the  wife  against  the  husband  and  his  creditors.  A 
fortiori^  the  doctrine  will  be  enforced  in  equity.  But  if  it  is  a 
voluntary  agreement,  it  will  be  good  against  the  husband  only,  and 
not  against  his  creditors.  Care,  however,  must  be  taken  in  all 
these  cases,  that  the  negotiations  are  not  carried  on  in  the  name  of 
the  wife,  as  by  taking  notes  and  other  securities  in  her  name,  for 
then  they  will,  at  law,  be  held  to  belong  to  the  husband,  although 
in  equity  it  will  be  otherwise. 

"  We  here  perceive  that  the  law  will  give  effect  to  such  agree- 
ments only  when  those  forms  have  been  observed,  which  will  vest 
the  property  in  parties  capable  of  enforcing  the  proper  rights  of 
the  wife  in  legal  tribunals ;  as  is  the  case  when  the  property  is 
vested  in  trustees  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  in  order  to  enable 
her  to  carry  on  trade.  But  courts  of  equity  will  go  further :  and 
if  there  is  any  such  agreement  before  marriage,  resting  in  articles 
and  without  trustees,  by  which  she  is  to  be  permitted  to  cany  on 
business  on  her  sole  and  separate  account ;  or  if,  without  any  such 
antenuptial  agreement,  the  husband  should  permit  her,  after  mar- 
riage, to  carry  on  business  on  her  sole  and  separate  account;  all 
that  she  earns  in  trade  will  be  deemed  to  be  her  separate  property, 
and  disposable  by  her  as  such,  subject,  however,  to  the  claims  of 
third  persons  properly  affecting  it.  In  the  former  case,  the  earnings 
will,  in  equity,  be  supported  for  her  separate  use  against  her  hus- 
band and  his  creditors ;  in  the  latter,  against  him  only,  unless  the 
permission  after  marriage  arises  from  a  valuable  consideration.  So, 
if  a  husband  should  desert  his  wife^  and  she  should  be  enabled,  by 
the  aid  of  her  friends,  to  carry  on  a  separate  trade,  as  that  of  a 
milliner,  her  earnings  in  such  trade  will  be  enforced  in  equity 
against  the  claims  of  her  husband."  (2  Story^8  Eq,  Jur,  §§  1385, 
1886, 1387.) 
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§  363.  It  may  be  well  to  note  that  when  the  wife  carriea  on 
trade  under  an  agreement  made  before  mamage,  and  the  property 
is  vested  in  trustees,  the  husband  would  not  be  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  relative  to  such  trade,  even  at  law.  But  if  no 
tmstees  intervened,  and  the  agreement  was  after  marriage,  then 
the  husband  would  be  liable  at  law  for  the  debts  contracted  on 
account  of  the  business.  At  least,  he  would  be  liable  unless  a 
credit  was  exclusively  given  to  the  wife  in  relation  to  the  trade,  or 
the  trade  had  been  carried  on  Avithout  his  sanction  or  permission. 
If,  however,  he  should  be  liable  at  law,  a  court  of  equity  would 
relieve  him,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  making  tlie  funds  iu  the 
trade  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  debts.  (2  Story^s  Eg[,  Jur. 
§  1387,  note  3.) 

It  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  New  York,  that,  independent 
of  a  statute  allowing  married  women  to  take,  hold  and  dispose  of 
property,  and  carry  on  a  trade  as  if  they  were  single  and  tinmar- 
ried,  personal  property  purchased  by  a  married  woman,  with  the 
knowledge  of  her  husband,  and  used  by  the  wife  in  keeping  a 
boarding  house,  as  a  mode  of  supporting  the  family,  belongs  to  the 
husband,  and  that  he  is  liable  for  its  price  to  the  vendor,  although 
it  was  bought  in  the  name  of  tlie  wife,  and  the  boarding-house  was 
conducted  by  her;  and,  inrther,  that  the  husband  is  entitled  to  the 
profits  of  any  business  conducted  by  his  wife,  and  is  liable  for 
articles  bought  with  his  knowledge  and  assent  for  the  purpose  of 
prosecuting  it.    {SwUzer  v.  Valentine^  4  Duetts  H.  96.) 

And  again,  when  a  married  woman,  living  and  cohabiting  with 
her  husband,  purchased  goods  upon  credit  and  moved  them  to  her 
residence,  where  she  carried  on  the  millinery  business  in  her  own 
name,  it  was  held  that  the  goods  became  vested  in  the  husband  at 
the  moment  of  the  purchase,  and  he  was  responsible  for  the  pay- 
ment of  them.  It  was  admitted,  however,  that  in  equity,  tU^  wife 
is  allowed,  through  the  medium  of  a  trustee,  to  enjoy  property  as 
freely  as  a  feme-sole.  (Lovett  v.  Robinaon^  7  ^ow,  Pr,  H.  106, 
106.)  And  once  again,  it  was  held  that  when  a  feme-covert  pur- 
chases property  on  her  personal  credit,  the  title  becomes  vested  in 
her  husband,  and  the  property  is  liable  to  be  taken  on  execution 
for  his  debts.     {Glann  v.  Younghve^  27  Barb.  JR.  480.) 

§  364.  The  deed  of  2^feme-eovert^  without  her  husband  joins  with 
her  in  it,  is  voidable  by  her  heirs  or  any  of  them ;  and  if  fraud  be 
practiced  on  the  husband  to  procure  him  to  join  in  the  deed,  it  la  the 

68  • 
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same  as  to  him  and  his  heirs  as  if  he  had  not  joined  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  at  all.     ( Underwood  v.  Warner ^  3  PhUa.  K  414.) 

A  fraudulent  conveyance  from  a  husband  to  his  wife,  tlirough 
the  medium  of  a  third  person,  of  the  life  estate  of  the  husband  in 
his  "^Yife's  lands,  will  not  prevent  the  creditors  of  tlie  husband 
levying  on  the  crops  growing  upon  such  land.  {Stehman  v,  Sttber, 
21  Penn.  E.  260.) 

Wlien  the  wife's  separate  property  is  lost  or  destroyed  by  reason 
of  the  wrongful  act  of  a  third  party,  or  by  such  wrongful  act,  the 
property  is  made  subject  to  the  creditors  of  the  husband,  tlie  wife 
may  have  an  action  against  the  wrong-doer  for  the  value  of  the 
property  lost  or  destroyed.    {Pierson  v.  Smithy  9  Ohio  /St  JS.  554.) 

A  wife  who  joins  with  her  husband  in  a  miSrtgage  of  her  hus- 
band's land,  may  redeem  the  land  after  his  death;  and. a  suit  in 
equity  to  foreclose  such  mortgage  to  which  she  is  not  a  party  is  no 
bar  of  her  equity  of  redemption.  Process  served  on  the  husband 
alone,  does  not  in  the  least  affect  the  wife,  and  she  is  not  bound  by 
the  judgment  entered  upon  it.  {McArihur  v.  Frankiin^  15  Ohio 
St.  B.  485.) 

A  husband  can  recover  on  a  covenant  made  between  himself  and 
others  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  wife  out  of  her  interest  in 
real  estate  owned  hy  him^  on  the  principle  that  obligors  in  a 
fraudulent  bond  cannot  shield  themselves  from  liability  by  alleging 
their  own  fraud.    {Evans  v.  Dravo^  24  Perm.  H.  62.) 

In  an  action  of  ejectment  against  husband  and  wife  by  one  who 
purchased  land  at  a  sheriff's  sale  on  a  judgment  against  the  hus- 
band, it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  wife,  who 
now  claims  the  land,  used  admissions  of  her  vendor  to  show  title 

# 

in  her  husband,  upon  the  trial  of  a  former  ejectment  brought 
against  herself  and  husband  by  the  representative  of  such  vendor. 
( Winter  v.  Walter,  37  Penn.  jB.  160.) 

§  366.  With  respect  to  the  manner  or  capacity  in  which  husband 
and  wife  hold  real  property  conveyed  to  them  jointly,  the  rule  is 
not  uniform  in  all  the  states,  and  it  is  sometimes  the  subject  of 
statute.  At  common  law,  if  an  estate  in  fee  be  given  to  a  man 
and  his  wife,  they  are  neither  joint  tenants  nor  tenants  in  common ; 
for  husband  and. wife  being  considered  as  one  person  in  law,  tliey 
cannot  take  the  estate  by  moieties,  but  both  are  seised  of  the 
entirety,  per  tout,  et  nan  per  my;  that  is,  "  by  the  whole,  and  not 
by  a  part.;"  the  consequence  of  which  is,  that  neither  the  husband 
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nor  the  wife  can  dispose  of  any  part  without  the  assent  of  the 
other,  but  the  whole  must  remain  to  tlie  survivor.  The  whole 
estate  belongs  to  the  wife  as  well  as  the  husband,  and  lience  neither 
alone  can  forfeit  or  alien  the  property.  (2  Black,  Com,  182.)  And 
if  a  grant  is  made  of  a  joint  estate  to  husband  and  wife  and  a 
third  person,  the  husband  and  wife  will  have  one  moiety,  and  the 
third  person  the  other  moiety,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had 
been  granted  only  to  two  persons. 

So  if  tlie  grant  is  to  husband  and  wife  and  two  others,  the  hus- 
band and  wife  take  one-third  in  joint  tenancy.  In  all  these  cases 
the  husband  and  wife  are  counted  as  one  person  and  take  the 
interest  of  one  person.  {LiiU  §  291.)  But  when  an  estate  is  con* 
Teyed  to  a  man  Aid  a  woman,  who  are  not  married  together,  and 
who  afterward  intermarry,  as  they  took  originally  by  moieties, 
they  will  continue  to  hold  by  moieties  after  the  marriage.  {Moody 
V.  Moody,  Anibler's  R.  649.     1  Inst.  187  J.) 

§  366.  The  rule  of  the  common  law  upon  the  subject  of  grants 
and  conveyances  to  husband  and  wife  jointly,  is  founded  upon  the 
principle  of  the  unity  existing  between  them  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, and  is  the  only  rule  that  can  be  adopted  which  will  preserve 
the  symmetry  of  the  law  of  husband  and  wife.  The  rule  is,  how- 
ever, changed  by  statute,  in  some  of  the  states,  although  it  is 
usually  recognized  where  no  statute  to  the  contrary  exists.  This 
rule  is  the  settled  law  of  the  State  of  New  York.  It  lias  been  held 
by  the  court  of  appeals  of  that  state  that,  when  land  is  conveyed 
to  husband  and  wiie,  they  do  not  take  as  joint  tenants  or  as  tenants 
i  A  common ;  for,  being  considered  &s  one  person  in  law,  they  can- 
not take  by  moieties,  but  both  are  seised  of  the  entirety,  and 
neither  of  them  can  dispose  of  any  part  without  the  assent  of  the 
other,  and  the  wliole  goes  to  the  survivor.  {Torrey  v.  Tarrey^  14 
N.  Y.  R.  430.  WriglU  v.  Sadler,  20  ib.  320.)  This,  it  will  be 
observed,  is  in  exact  aiccordance  with  the  common  law  doctrine 
upon  the  subject. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  has  also  recogni- 
zed the  same  doctrine,  and  in  similar  language.  That  court  laid 
down  the  rule,  that  a  deed  to  a  husband  and  wife  and  to  six 
children,  naming  them,  and  to  such  other  children  of  the  marriage 
as  might  be  sul>sequently  born,  creates  a  tenancy  in  common 
between  the  kusband  and  wife  and  the  children,  the  husband  and 
wife,  being  considered  in  law  but  as  one  perdon^  take  while  there 
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are  six  children,  oneseverUh  of  the  estate  granted,  and  when  two 
more  children  are  born,  take  only  orie-nivUh  of  the  estate.  And 
that,  as  between  themselves,  the  husband  and  wife  hold  neither 
as  joint  tenants  or  as  tenants  in  common — each  is  seised  of  the 
entirety  j>er  tout  et  non  per  my,  and  for  tlvvt  rea&on  the  husband 
alone  cannot  alien  the  estate ;  biit  having  the  absolute  control  of 
the  estate  during  hie  life,  be  may  convey  or  mortgage  it  during 
that  period.  {Barber  v.  Harris,  16  Wend.  JR.  615. .  Vide  also 
Jackson  v.  Stevens,  16  Johns.  R.  110.  Doe  v.  Rowland^  8  CW.  R. 
277.  Jacl^an  v.  Sufem,  19  Wend.  R.  175.)  And  precisely  the 
same  doctrine  was  frequently  enunciated  by  the  late  court  of 
chancery  of  that  state.  ( Vide  Dickenson  v.  Codewise,  1  Sand,  Ch. 
R.  214.  Dias  v.  Glover,  Hoff.  Ch.,  R.  71.  Rogers  v.  Retison,  5 
Johns.  Ch.  R.  431.)  Though  it  was  held  that  a  grant  to  a  husband 
and  wife  is  to  have  just  such  effect,  in  respect  to  the  estate  which 
they  take,  as  was  intended  to  be  created.  The  deed  purported  to 
convey  the  property  in  distinct  moieties,  the  one  equal  half  part  to 
each,  and  provided  that  neither  should  sell  or  incumber  his  or  her  half 
without  the  consent  of  the  other,  but  to  have  power  to  devise  it,  in 
which  case  the  survivor  should  nevertheless  have  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  whole  for  life,  and  that,  in  default  of  a  will,  tlie  sur- 
vivor should  take  the  moiety  of  the  decedent ;  the  court  held,  that 
they  took  as  tenants  in  common,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  deed.    (Hicks  v.  Cochan,  4  £;dw.  Ch,  R.  107.) 

§  867.  The  common  law  rule  upon  the  subject  also  prevails  in 
the  State  of  Massachusetts.  There  the  legislature  pasped  a  statute 
at  an  early  day,  which,  after  rediting  that  joint  tenancies  are  often 
created  by  grantors  and  devisors  against  their  intentions,  through 
ignorance  of  the  proper  terms  to  create  tenancies  in  common, 
which  are  more  beneficial  to  the  commonwealth,  and  consonant  to 
the  genius  of  republics,  enacted  that  all  convej'ances  and  devises 
made  to  two  or  more  persons,  shall  be  adjudged  to  be  tenancies 
in  common,  unless  it  manifestly  appears  to  have  been  the  intent 
of  the  parties  to  the  instrument  that  joint  tenancies  were  intended. 
It  has  been  held  that  this  provision  does  not  apply  to  conveyances 
to  husband  and  wife,  as  they  are  *in  law  but  one  person,  and  the 
survivor  will  take  the  whole  estate.  In  giving  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  Chief  Jiistice' Parsons  said:  '^  Joint  tenancies,  when  the 
tenants  are  not  man  and  wife,  may  be  severed,  and  the  right  of 
survivorship  be.  defeated  at  the  will  of  either  tenant,  either  by  pai^ 
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tition  or  by  alienation  of  bis  property,  which  shall  be  holden  by  the 
purchaser  as  a  tenant  in  common.  For  two  joint  tenants  generally 
hold  by  moieties,  and  not  by  entireties.  As,  therefore,  a  joint 
tenancy  of  this  nature  may  be  destroyed  at  the  pleasure  of  either 
tenant,  the  statute  very  reasonably  presumes  that  such  tenancy  was 
not  intended  in  the  conveyance,  and  has  enacted  that,  unless  i^  joint 
tenancy  appear  to  be  intended,  the  estate  shall  be  holden  in  com'* 
men.  But  this  construction  of  the  statute  cannot  reasonably  be 
extended  to  a  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife.  Here  a  severance 
of  the  tenancy  cannot  be  had  at  the  will  either  of  the  husband  or 
the  wife.  They  do  not  take  by  moieties,  but  by  entireties ;  and  the 
alienation  of  the  husband  of  a  moiety  will  not  defeat  the  wife's 
title  to  that  moiety,  if  she  survive  him.  The  statote  speaks  of 
conveyances  to  two  or  more  persons ;  but  a  conveyance  to  husband 
and  wife  is,  in  legal  construction,  a  conveyance  but  to  one  person. 
For  if  an  estate  be  conveyed  expressly  in  joint  tenancy  to  a  hus^ 
band  and  wife  and  to  a  stranger,  the  latter  shall  take  one  moiety, 
and  the  husband  and  wife,  as  one  person,  shall  take  the  other 
moiety."  {Shaw  v.  IIurs6xj^  5  MdSB,  R,  621,  522,  523.  Yids  also 
Dutch  V.  Manning^  2  Dan^a  Ahr.  230.)  And  in  other  cases, 
althoucch  it  is  said  that  when  the  conveyance  is  to  husband  and 
wife,  th^y  are  joint  tenants,  it  is  held  that  no  conveyance  by  one 
can  bind  the  other,  and  that  the  survivor  will  take  the  whole 
estate.  {Vide  Fox  v.  Fletcher^  8  Masa.  B.  274.  Vofmum  v. 
Abbott,  12  ib.  479.) 

§  368.  So  also  the  common  law  doctrine  on  the  subjeet  still 
obtains  in  many  other  of  the  United  States.  Thus  in  the  State 
of  Kew  Jersey  it  was  held  that  a  conveyance  of  lands  tojmsband 
and  wife,  made  after  their  intermarriage,  does  not,  strictly  speak- 
ing, create  them  joint  tenants,  but  creates  a  peculiar  estate,  of 
which  they  are  seised  not  jp^r  viy  etper  tout^  as  joint  tenants  would 
be,  but  solely  and  simply  per  tout  But  that  a  conveyance  of  land 
to  husband  and  wife,  and  to  hie  heirs  and  assigns,  vests  in  the  wife 
a  life  estate,  and  in  the  husband  a  fee  simple,  in  all  the  land  con- 
veyed.   {Deer  v.  Hardenbergh^  5  Hdlet,  R.  42.)  ' 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  if  lands  are  conveyed  to  hus- 
band and* wife,  they  each  have  an  entirety,  and  the  survivor  takes 
the  whole  estate,  notwithstanding  the  act  ef  1784,  section  two. 
{MoUey  V.  Whitemore,  2  Dev.  <&  Rat  R.  637,  Needham  v.  JBrart- 
8on^  5  Ired.  R.  426.) 
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In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  it  has  been  held  that  the  statute 
abolishing  the  Ju8  accrescendi  does  not  apply  to  the  estate  of  hus- 
band and  wife.  {Rosa  v.  Oarrison^  1  Dan(i%  R.  35.)  And  again 
it  is  expressly  declared  that  an  estate  conveyed  to  husband  and 
wife  is  not  a  joint  tenancy,  but  each  takes  the  entirety,  and  neither 
can  alienate  or  forfeit  it ;  and  on  the  death  of  one  the  other  is 
entitled  to  the  whole.  {Roaa  v.  Oarrison^  supra,  Vid^  also 
Rogers  v.  Grider^  1  Dana^s  R,  243.)  But  the  statute  of  that  state 
now  provides  that  "  when  any  real  estate  is  conveyed  or  devised 
to  husband  and  wife,  unless  a  right  by  survivorship  is  expressly 
provided  for,  there  shall  be  no  mutual  right  to  the  entirety  by  sur- 
vivorship between  them ;  but  they  shall  take  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  the  respective  moieties  be  subje<j|;  to  curtesy  or  dower,  with  all 
other  incidents  to  such  a  tenancy."  (2  Rev,  Stat,  ch,  47,  §  14.) 
This,  it  will  be  observed,  is  very  clearly  a  modification  of  the 
common  law  rule  upon  the  subject.  And  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  it 
is  held  that  when  an  equitable  estate  is  conveyed  to  husband  and 
wife,  they  hold  as  tenants  in  common;  and  the  husband  may« 
during  the  life  of  the  wife,  convey  a  moiety  of  such  estate.  Upon 
the  wife's  death,  the  husband  surviving,  he  does  not  take  the  whole 
by  survivorship,  but  her  moiety  descends  to  her  heirs.  So,  if  the 
husband  die  first,  the  wife  does  not  take  by  survivorship,  but  a 
moiety  descends  to  his  heirs.  (  Wilson  v.  Fleming^  13  Ohio  R. 
68.)  Or,  according  to  the  declaration  in  one  case  in  Ohio,  no 
joint  tenancy  exists  between  husband  and  wife,  and  the  doctrine 
of  survivorship  is  unknown.  They  take  as  tenants  in  common. 
{Sergeant  v.  Steinherger^  2  Ohio  R.  305.) 

In  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  by  a  grant  to  husband  and  wife,  they 
take  as  one  person,  not  by  moieties,  and  the  wife  surviving  takes 
the  estate  discharged  of  the  husband's  debts,  as  well  by  the 
territorial  statutes  as  by  the  common  law ;  in  other  words,  the 
common  law  rule  upon  the  subject  is  recognized  in  all  its  force 
and  incidents.    {Ketcham  v.  Walsuoorth^  5  Wis.  R.  95.) 

In  Connecticut,  husband  and  wife  are  declared  to  be  joint 
tenants,  and  the  husband  may  convey  his  interest ;  so  held  where 
the  estate  was  a  term  of  years. .  (  Whittlesey  v.  FvUer^  11  Conn. 
R.  837.) 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  the  common  law  rule  applies ;  and 
it  is  held  that  husband  and.  wife  are  both  seised  of  the  entiretv, 
though  thd  conveyance  in  terms  is,  to  them  as  "  tenants  in  common 
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and  not  as  joint  tenants."  {Stuckcy  v,  Keefe^s  Ececutor^  26 
JPenn.  jR.  397,  Vide  alao  Fairckild  v.  Chistatlemtx^  1  Petm. 
E.  176.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine  it  has  been  held  in  so  many  words  that 
husband  and  wife  are  regarded  in  law  as  one  person,  and  that  when 
land  is  conveyed  to  them  jointly,  they  are  not  seised  of  moieties, 
but  of  the  entirety  of  the  estate,  and  the  survivor  takes  the  whole, 
{Harding  v.  Springer^  2  Shepley^a  R,  407.) 

In  the  State  of  Vermont  the  same  doctrine  is  held,  and  in  one 
case  the  court  declared  that  husband  and  wife  each  has  an  entirety 
of  interest  with  the  right  of  survivorship,  so  that  neither  can  con- 
vey any  part  of  the  estate  without  the  consent  of  the  other,  and 
that  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  whole  estate  in  the  land  so 
conveyed  vests  in  the  wife;  and,  if  the  creditors  of  the  husband 
have  levied  upon  the  land  in  his  life-time  as  his  property,  the 
widow  may  recover  it  from  them  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 
{Brovmson  v.  HuUy  16  Vt  li,  309.)  The  common  law  rule  upon 
the  subject  is  also  recognized  in  the  State  of  Tennessee.  {Tavl  v. 
Campbdl,  7  Yerg.  R.  319.) 

§  369.  Upon  the  subject  of  conveyances  to  husband  and  wife, 
Mr.  Cord  states  the  doctrine,  as  gathered  principally  from  cases 
decided  in  Kentucky,  substantially  as  follows:  "The  unity  of 
person  subsisting  between  man  and  wife  in  legal  contemplation 
permits  their  receiving  separate  interests  in  an  estate  conveyed  to 
them  during  coverture.  The  estate  of  joint  tenants  is  an  unit, 
made  up  of  divisible  parts,  subsisting  in  different  natural  persons ; 
the  estate  of  husband  and  wife  is  an  unit  not  made  up  in  any 
divisible  parts,  subsisting  in  different  natural  persons,  but  is  an 
indivisible  whole,  vested  in  two  persons  who  are  actually  distinct^ 
yet  who,  according  to  legal  intendment,  are  one  and  the  same. 
On  the  death  of  husband  or  wife,  the  survivor  takes  no  new  estate 
or  interest ;  nothing  that  was  not  in  him  or  her  before.  It  is  a 
mere  change  in  the  properties  of  the  legal  person  holding,  not 
of  the  estate  holder,  and  by  the  loss  of  an  adjunct,  reducing  the 
legal  personage  to  an  individuality  identical  with  the  natural  one. 
ISiot  so,  however,  with  regard  to  joint  tenants.  On  the  death  of 
one  a  new  interest,  or  additional  estate,  does  accrue  to  the  survivor 
by  the  jv^  acorescendi.  The  distinction  between  joint  tenants  and 
husband  and  wife  liolding  by  conveyance  to  them  during  cover- 
ture, is,  therefore,  not  merely  ideal  and  arbitrary,  but  is  founded 
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in  a  substantial  difference.".  {Cord^a  Rights  of  Married  Women^ 
§§  109, 110,  citing  Hoss  v.  Ourriaon^  1  Dana^s  R.  37,  CMd  Roger$ 
V.  Grinder,  lb.  243.) 

§  370.  It  remains  now  to  state  briefly  the  method  by  which  the 
real  estate  of  a  feme-covert  may  be  disposed  of  and  transferred 
daring  coverture.  By  the  common  law,  the  only  way  by  which  a 
married  woman  could  pass  her  real  estate  was  by  a  fine,  or  a  com- 
mon recovery,  for  the  reason  that  her  conveyance,  except  by  some 
matter  of  record,  was  absolutely  void.  She  could  levy  a  fine  with- 
out her  husband,  which  would  be  good  as  against  her  and  her  heirs, 
but  the  husband  could  avoid  it  during  coverture,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wife  as  well  as  himself.  (2  Kenfia  Com,  151.)  But  the  substi- 
tate  of  a  defed  for  a  conveyance  by  fine  has  generally  prevailed 
throughout  the  United  States,  as  the  more  simple,  cheap  and  con- 
venient mode  of  conveyance.  And  in  England,  fines  and  recoveries 
have  been  abolished  by  statute,  and  the  wife's  real  estate  is  now 
transferred  by  the  deed  of  the  wife  with  the  husband's  concni^ 
rence,  and  in  special  cases,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  husband, 
provided  that  her  deed  in  all  cases  be  acknowledged  by  her  before 
a  competent  ofiicer,  on  a  private  examination,  apart  from  the  hus- 
band. {^  arid AWiUiam  7F,  ch,  74.)  Chancellor  Kent  says  that 
upon  the  view  of  our  American  law  on  the  subject,  we  may  con- 
clude the  general  rule  to  be,  that  the  wife  may  convej^  by  deed; 
that  she  must  be  privately  examined ;  that  the  husband  must  sliow 
his  concurrence  to  the  wife's  conveyance  by  becoming  a  party  to 
the  deed;  and  that  the  cases  in  which  her  deed  without  such  con- 
currence is  valid,  are  to  be  considered  as  exceptions  to  the  general 
rule ;  and,  further,  he  says  the  weight  of  authority  would  seem  to 
be  in  favor  of  the  existence  of  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  the  hus- 
band must  be  a  party  to  the  conveyance  or  release  of  the  wife. 
Such  a  rule,  he  adds,  is  founded  on  sound  principles  arising  from 
the  relation  of  husband  and  wife.    (2  Keni^a  Com,  152, 154.) 

The  method  of  the  wife's  acknowledgment  of  her  deed,  and  the 
form  of  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  to  be  indorsed  by  the 
officer  taking  it  upon  the  conveyance,  are  prescribed  by  statute, 
and  are  similar  in  all  the  states.  It  is  generally  required  that  as 
to  the  conveyance  of  ^feme-covert,  the  ofiicer  must  certify  that,  on 
an  examination  apart  from  her  husband,  she  acknowledged  that  she 
executed  the  deed  freely,  and  without  any  fear  or  compulsion  of  her 
husband. 


ORANT  QP  WIFEfa  LA^D.  505 

A  married  woman  has  no  capacity  to  contract  for  the  sale  of  her 
land  or  to  convey  it,  except  in  the  precise  statutory  mode.  This 
is  the  rule  at  law,  and  equity  follows  the  law,  however  meritorious 
the  consideration.  Equity  will  not  aid  defects  which  are  of  the 
essence  of  the  power,  nor  supply  any  circumstance  for  want  of  which 
tlie  legislature  has  declared  the  instrument  void.  (QUdden  v. 
Simpler,  6  Am.  Law.  Reg.  [N.  &]  635,  686.    S.  C.  62  Penn.  R,) 

§  371.  It  may  be  convenient  to  note  the  substance  of  a  few  of 
the  authorities  upon  this  subject,  giving  the  rule  in  several  of  the 
states. 

The  rule  of  the  English  common  law,  wliich  disabled  a  fem^ 
covert  from  conveying  her  real  estate  in  any  other  manner  than  by 
fine  or  common  recovery,  was  never  =  in  force  in  the  State  of  New 
York^  when  it  was  a  colony,  or  since.  At  least,  it  is  held,  that  no 
such  law  has  existed  in  that  state  since  the  colonial  act  of  May  6, 
1691,  was  rejected  by  the  crown  in  1697.  {Merriam  v.  JSdreaUy  2 
JSarh.  Ck.  R.  232.) 

The  statute  of  New  York  requires  that  the  officer  taking  the 
acknowledgment  of  a  conveyance  of  re^l  estate,  shall  know,  or  have 
satisfactory  evidence  that  the  person  malting  the  acknowledgment 
is  the  individual  described  in  and  who  executed  the  conveyance; 
and  in  case  of  a  maiTied  woman,  in  addition  to  these  requisites, 
she  must  acknowledge  on  a  private  examination,  apart  from  her 
husband,  that  she  executed  the  conveyance  freely,  and  without  any 
fear  or  compulsion  of  her  husband.  {1  R,  jS.  jpart  2,  ch.  3,  §§  9, 
10.  1  Stat  at  Large,  709.)  And  it  has  been  held  that  a  married 
woman's  deed  ib  of  no  force  until  acknowledged  by  her,  and  that 
her  acknowledgment  does  not  relate  back  to  her  execution  of  it. 
{Jackson  v.  Stevens,  16  Johns.  R.  110.  Jackson  v.  Cavms,  20  ih, 
301.)  And  if  she  freely  acknowledge  the  deed  after  her  husband's 
death,  it  becomes  operative  only  from  the  time  of  such  acknowledg- 
ment. {Doe  V.  Howland,  8  Cow.  R.  277.)  Her  deed  not 
acknowledged  is  a  nullity,  {GUleU  v.  Stanley,  1  HUPs  R.  121. 
Van  Nostrand  v.  Wright,  Loior's  R.  260.  OurtissY.  FoUeit,  15 
Barh.  R.  337.) 

A  feTne-cqvert  executed,  by  her  maiden  name,  a  conveyance  of 
her  land,  bearing  a  date  before  her  marriage,  and  it  was  proved  and  * 
recorded,  but  the  court  held  the  deed  void,  because  it  was  not 
acknowledged.by  her  in  statute  form,  and  because  her  husband  was 
not  a  party  to  it    {Oalliafw  v.  Laney  2  8a/nd.  Ch.  R.  147.)    But 
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Bubsequentlj  it  was  doubted  whether,  in  New  York,  the  husband 
most  join  the  wife  in  the  conveyance  of  her  estiite,  to  give  it 
validity.  Parker,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  conrt,  said: 
"  At  common  law  a  feme-covert  could  convey  her  real  estate  in  no 
other  way  except  by  fine  or  a  common  recovery.  Yet  such  has 
not  been  the  law  in  this  state;  for  although  fines  and  common 
recoveries  were  not  abolished  here  by  statute  till  1830  (2  i?.  S.  343, 
§  24)  it  had  always  previously  been  the  practice  for  a  married  woman 
to  convey  by  deed.  Under  the  government  of  the  colony  of  New 
York,  2^  feme-covert  conveyed  by  deed,  upon  the  usual  acknowledg- 
ment before  a  competent  oflicer ;  and  by  the  act  of  February  16, 
1771,  such  previous  conveyances  were  confirmed,  and  as  to  future 
conveyances  it  was  enacted  that  no  estate  of  a  feme-covert  should 
thenceforth  pass  by  deed,  without  a  previous  acknowledgment 
made  by  her,  apart  fi»om  her  husband,  and  on  a  private  examina- 
tion, that  she  executed  the  same  freely  and  without  any  fear  or 
compulsion  of  her  husband.  {See  Col&nial  ActSj  3  R.  S.  22.)  This 
act  prescribing  the  form  in  which  the  deed  of  a  feme-covert  should 
be  acknowledged,  has  been  substantially  continued  to  the  present 
time  by  the  act  of  February  26,  1788.  (2  Oreenleafe  Laws^  99, 
§  3)  April  12,  1813  (1  li.  Z.  369)  and  by  the  present  statute  in 
force  when  this  mortgage  was  executed.  (1  R.  S.  758.)  It  was 
said  by  Justice  Bronson,  in  Bool  v.  Mix  (17  Wend,  128),  it  seems 
to  have  been  assumed  that  we  had  not  adopted  the  common  law 
rule,  and  that  a  deed  of  a  feme-covert  was  effectual  to  pass  her 
interest  in  lands. 

"  It  has  never  been  judicially  settled  in  this  state  whether  a  hus- 
band must  join  the  wife  in  a  conveyance  to  give  it  validity.  It 
seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted  by  Cliief  Jujstice  Spencer,  in 
Jackson  v.  Vanderheyden  (17  Johns,  R,  167),  and  by  Justice  Bron- 
son, in  GiUett  v.  Stanley  (1  IIUTs  R,  125)  that  such  was  the  rule. 
But  in  neither  of  these  cases  was  the  question  presented  for 
adjudication.  It  is  said  by  Chancellor  Kent,  in  2  Kent's  Com. 
153,  that  the  question  is  still  undetermined  in  this  State."  {The 
Firemen^s  Insurance  Company  of  Albany  v.  Bay^  4  Barb.  R,  W7, 
411,  412,  413.)  The  better  opinion  is  decidedly  in  favor  of  the 
rule  that  the  deed  of  a  feme-covert^  properly  acknowledged,  is 
valid  although  the  husband  does  not  join  with  her  in  it  {The 
Albany  Fire  Insurance  Cotnpany  v.  Bay^  4  N.  Y.  R.  9, 14, 19.) 
This  being  a  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  the  question  may  be 
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considered  settled  in  the  State  of  New  York,  although  two  of  the 
Beyen  judges  who  sat  in  the  case  dissented  from  that  view,  and 
held  that  the  concurrence  of  tlie  husband  in  the  wife's  deed  was 
necessary  in  ordinary  cases  in  order  to  make  it  effectual  and  valid. 
The  rnle  is  different  iu  some  of  the  other  states,  as  will  appear 
hereafter. 

But  however  the  rule  may  be  at  law,  it  seems  that  a  feme-covert 
in  equity  may  sell  and  transfer  her  separate  estate  by  deed,  and 
her  husband's  execution  of  it  is  not  necessary,  though  he  is  named 
in  it  as  a  party.  With  regard  to  her  separate  property,  which  is 
that  in  which  the  husband  has  no  interest,  and  over  which  he  has 
no  control,  a  feme-covert  is  to  be  regarded  in  equity  as  a  feme-sole. 
{Potoell  V.  Mui^ay,  2  Edw.  Ch.  R,  636.  Affirmed,  10  Paige's  Ch. 
Ji,  256.     Th^  Piremen's  Insurance  Company  of  Albany  v.  -ffay, 

4  Barb.  JR.  407.)  It  is  held,  even,  in  regard  to  her  separate  estate,  a 
married  woman  may  dispose  of  it  without  the  solemnity  of  an 
acknowledgment  or  private  examination.  Such  disposition  is  in  the 
nature  of  an  appointment.  {The  Albany  Fire  Insurance  Company 
T.  Bay,  4  N.  Y.  B.  9.) 

§  372.  The  law  upon  the  subject  is  the  same  as  in  New  York  in 
many  of  the  states,  while  the  rnle  is  different  in  others.  By  the 
castomary  and  ancient  law  of  lihode  Island,  a  feme-covert  may 
pass  her  real  estate  by  a  deed  in  which  her  husband  is  joined, 
which  is  duly  executed  and  acknowledged.    (Manchester  v.  Houghy 

5  Mason's  li.  67.) 

In  Massachusetts  a  feme-covert  may  convey  her  estate  by  deed, 
joining  with  her  husband,  as  fully  as  the  same  could  be  conveyed 
in  England  by  a  fine  and  recovery.  {Durant  v.  Ritchie,  4  Mason's 
R.  45.)  Indeed  the  statutes  of  the  state  give  a  sanction  to  such  a 
conveyance.  But  it  would  seem  that  in  this  state  the  deed  of  a 
fems-covert  would  not  be  valid  except  the  husband  join  in  it. 
Chief  Justice  Parker  in  one  case  speaks  of  the  custom  of  married 
women  conveying  by  deed  as  the  common  law  of  New  England, 
and  says  '^  that  tlie  usage  never  extended  to  authorize  the  wife  to 
convey  any  interest  she  has  in  lands  without  her  husband  joining 
in  the  deed  of  conveyance.  {Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  R.  14.) 
And  the  same  was  laid  down  as  the  custom  by  Judge  Story. 
{Powell  V.  Monson,  3  Mason's  R.  347.  Hall  v.  Savage,  4  ib.  273. 
Manchester  v.  Hough,  supra.)  And  at  an  earlier  date  Judge 
Wilde  recc^ized  the  same  doctrine  in  a  case  in  which  he  declared 
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tlxat  ^^  the  deed  of  a  feme-covert  in  which  the  husband  does  not 
join  is  void."'  {Aruinewe  v.  Hooper^  13  Mass,  H.  476.)  If  the 
husband  make  a  deed  of  land  held  in  right  of  his  wife,  and  she^  in 
the  close  of  the  deed,  merely  relinquish  all  her  right  in  the  land, 
and  execute  the  deed  with  her  husband,  such  an  instrument  will 
not  pass  the  estate.     {Lithgow  v.  Kavenagh^  9  Mass.  H.  161.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine,  the  method  of  transferring  the  real  estate 
of  the  wife  is  the  same  as  in  Massachusetts.  {Bowe  v.  HamiiUm^ 
3  Oreerd.  Ji.  63.  Shaw  v.  JSuMj  14  Maine  R.  432.  Payne  v. 
Parker^  1  Fairf.  R.  178.)  And  it  is  held  in  Maine  that  a  /«/w- 
covert  cannot  bind  herself,  by  an  executory  contract,  to  convey  hei 
own  lands,  even  though  her  husband  join  with  her  in  the  obliga- 
tion, and  the  same  is  for  a  valuable  consideration.  {Ec  parte 
Thoinae^  3  GreeiiU  R.  50.  Zane  v.  McKean,  3  Shepley^e  R.  304.) 
And  as  to  the  deed  of  the  wife  for  the  land,  it  is  inefiectnal  to  pass 
the  fee  simple  estate,  though  she  sign,  seal  and  acknowledge  it  in 
due  form,  unless  her  husband  join  as  a  party  to  the  conveyance^ 
{Payne  v.  Parker^  exipra.) 

In  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  the  wife's  real  estate  is  trans- 
ferred by  the  joint  conveyance  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  it  is 
necessary  that  they  both  join  in  the  conveyance ;  the  wife  may 
alone,  however,  and  in  a  separate  deed,  at  a  separate  time,  convey 
her  right  of  dower.  {Ela  v.  Card,  2  JST.  H.  R.  176.)  If  the  hus- 
band and  wife  join  in  a  deed,  and  use  language  calculated  to  pass 
all  their  interest,  it  is  immaterial  that  they  do  not  use  tlie  same 
identical  words  in  the  instrument,  if  their  legal  effect  is  tlie  same. 
{Gordon  v.  Haywood^  2  N,  R.  R.  402.)  And  again,  when  a  deed 
of  the  wife's  land  purports  to  be  the  conveyance  of  the  wife  alone, 
and  contains  no  recital  that  the  husband  is  a  party,  but  is  executed 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  it  is  rc^rded  the  deed  of  both,  and 
passes  the  title  of  both.  (  Woodward  v.  Seamr^  38  Nefw  Hamp, 
R.  29.) 

In  the  State  of  Vermont,  the  right  of  a  married  woman  to  con- 
vey her  lands  by  deed,  is  given  by  statute  to  convey  by  "deed  of 
herself  and  baron,"  and  making  her  separate  examination  and 
acknowledgment  necessary,  and  to  be  certified  upon  the  deed. 
{Sumner  v.  Conant,  10  Vt.  R.  20.)     ' 

In  the  State  of  Connecticut,  the  husband  must  join  wi&  his 
wife  in  the  conveyance  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  by  express  provision 
of  statute.    {R.  S.  1866,  tit.  37,  ch.  1,  §  26.)    A  conveyance  may  be 
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Yoid  in  part,  and  valid  in  part,  under  thiB  statute.  {Hyde  v.  Mor- 
gan^  14  Conn,  R,  104.)  A  deed  jointly  executed  by  a  feine-^overt 
who  was  a  native  citizen,  and  her  husband  who  is  an  alien,  is  valid 
and  good  to  pass  the  land  of  which  she  is  seised  in  fee.  (  Whiting 
v.  Stevens^  4  Conn,  H,  44.) 

§  373.  In  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  by  tlieir  early  colony  laws, 
the  wife  might  convey  her  estate  by  «deed,  provided  she  was  pre- 
viously and  privately  examined  by  a  magistrate ;  but  as  the  law 
now  stands  there,  her  deed,  without  the  co-operation  of  her  hus- 
band, is  absolutely  void.  {Moore  v.  JiaJce^  2  Dutch,  M.  574.) 
And  a  feme-covert  cannot  bind  lierself  or  her  heirs  by  covenant  of 
warranty.    {Deer  v.  Crawford^  3  Hoist,  li.  90.) 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  wife's  lands  are  passed  by  the  joint  deed 
of  the  husband  and  wife ;  and  the  separate  deed  of  the  wife,  pur- 
porting to  convey  real  estate  belonging  to  her  in  her  own  right,  is 
void,  whether  against  her  or  her  husband,  even  though  a  full  con- 
sideration has  been  paid  to  the  wife  for  the  estate  conveyed, 
{Richards  v.  McCleUand^  29  Penn,  R.  385.) 

A  deed  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife  for  the  wife's  lands, 
but  not  delivered  in  her  life-time,  cannot  be  rendered  effectual  to 
pass  the  estate,  as  against  the  heirs  of  the  wife,  by  a  delivery  after 
her  decease.  {Sehoenberger  v.  Zook^  34  Penn,  R,  24.  Same  v. 
Hachman^  37  tJ.  87.)  But  though  a  wife's  deed  is  void  for  defec- 
tive acknowledgment,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  that  she  ratified 
it  after  her  husband's  death.  {Jourdan  v.  Jourda/n^  9  Serg,  <& 
Rawle'e  R,  268.) 

A  husband  and  wife  joined  in  a  conveyance  of  the  wife's  lands 
to  trustees  for  certain  uses,  and  afterward  they  acknowledged  the 
deed  before  a  justice  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  who  indorsed 
upon  the  deed  that  the  wife  was  examined  apart  from  her  husband, 
and  declared  that  she  had  voluntarily  executed  it ;  it  was  held  that 
this  was  a  good  conveyance  according  to  the  usage  in  Pennsylvania. 
{Davey  v.  Turner^  1  Doll,  R,  11.  And  vide  Iloyd  v.  Taylor j  lb. 
17.     Watson  v.  Bailey^  1  Binney*s  R,  470.) 

A  married  woman  by  agreement  signed  only  by  herself  and 
without  an  acknowledgment,  contracted  to  sell  land,  and  received 
one  year's  interest  and  a  small  part  of  the  purchase-money.  The 
purchaser  took  possession  and  made  improvements,  with  her  knowl- 
edge and  encouragement.  It  was  held  that  neither  the  principle 
of  estoppel  nor  compensation  would  prevent  her  recovering  the 
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land.    {Olidden  v.  Strupler^  6  Am.  Law.  Reg.  [iT.  /SI]  635.    S.  C. 
52  Venn.  E.) 

By  the  laws  of  Maryland,  dk  feme-covert  cannot  execute  a  deed  of 
real  property,  or  dispose  of  the  same,  without  the  consent  of  her 
husband,  until  he  has  been  absent  seven  years,  and  unheard  from 
in  the  mean  time  ;  and  the  statute  law  is  explicit  that  the  husband 
and  wife  must  join  in  tlie  conveyance.  {Rhea  v.  Rheuner^  1 
Peter^s  li.  109.  Lawrence  v.  Heister^  3  Har.  <&  Johns.  R.  371.) 
And  the  deed  of  a  married  woman  will  not  pass  her  estate  in  Mary- 
land, unless  her  acknowledgment  is  made  according  to  the  form 
prescribed  by  statute.  {Lewis  v.  Waters^  3  Har.  dk  McIIen.  E. 
430.)  But  if  the  wife  gives  a  mortgage  of  lands  held  in  trust  for 
her  separate  use,  though  it  be  not  acknowledged  as  the  statute 
requires  in  respect  to  deeds  of  femes-covert^  the  deed  creates  a 
specific  lien,  which  will  be  enforced  in  equity.  {Brundage  v.  Poor^ 
2  OiU  (&  Johns.  R.  1.)  The  act  of  Maryland,  directing  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  wife  as  grantor  in  a  deed,  is  prescribed  for 
her  benefit,  and  a  literal  compliance  with  the  specified  form  has 
never  been  required.  {Young  v.  27^  /States  7  OtU  <&  Johns.  R. 
253.)  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  warranty  in  a  deed  of  bai^in 
and  sale,  executed  by  the  wife  together  with  her  husband,  and 
acknowledged  after  she  was  privately  examined  according  to  the 
act  of  the  assembly,  will  not  bind  the  wife  and  her  heirs.  {Niekdir 
son  V.  IlemsUy^  3  Har.  &  McHen.  R.  409.) 

In  Virginia,  it  is  laid  down  as  the  general  rule,  that  the  wife's 
deed,  to  be  valid,  must  be  executed  by  the  husband  also.  {Sextan 
V.  Pickering^  3  Ra/nd.  R.  468.)  But  a  conveyance  by  a  hus- 
band will  pass  th.e  entire  interest  of  his  wife  entitled  to  a  lite  estate 
in  his  lands  in  the  event  of  his  surviving ;  but  if  she  survives  him, 
it  passes  only  an  interest  during  his  life.  {Evans  v.  Kingsbury,  3 
Rand.  R.  120.)  The  deed  of  s,  fem-ecovert  in  Virginia  must  be 
acknowledged  by  her  on  a  private  examination  apart  from  her 
husband  ;  and  any  court  of  record  in  the  United  States  is  author- 
ized to  take  the  privy  examination  and  acknowledgment.  {Grove 
V,  Tumbro^  14  Crratt.  R.  501.  And  vide  Tod  v.  Baylor^  4  Leigh- s 
R,  498.)  And  the  wife  must  relinquish  her  equitable  as  well  as 
legal  rights  separately  and  apart  from  her  husband.  {Comets  r. 
Girger,  1  CalTs  R.  190.)  A  deed  from  a  husband  and  wife  without 
her  privy  examination  and  relinquishment,  is  utterly  void  as  to  her; 
and  furnishes  no  consideration  to  support  a  subsequent  conveyance. 
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{Harvey  y.  Peah^  1  Munf,  R.  618.)  But  if  b,  feme-covert  be  privily 
exaniiued,  her  coveDant  for  farther  assurance  in  a  deed  is  obligatory, 
and  a  specific  execution  will  be  decreed.  {NeUon  y.  Harwood^  3 
CaWe  R.  384.) 

§  374.  In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  the  husband  must  join 
his  wife  in  the  conveyance  of  her  land,  and  the  wife  must  be 
separately  examined  before  the  officer.  And  a  deed  of  husband 
and  wife,  when  the  privy  examination  of  the  wife  was  taken  before 
the  acknowledgement  of  both,  is  void.  {Gilchrist  v.  Rrice,  1  Dev. 
<&  BaU.  a.  359.    Vide  Davis  v.  Duke,  2  Hayw.  \N.  C:\  R.  401.) 

In  South  Carolina,  the  wife  conveys  her  real  estate  by  a  deed  in 
which  her  husband  must  join  in  order  to  make  it  eifectual  and 
valid ;  and  the  wife  must  be  privately  and  separately  examined, 
and  thereupon  declare  that  she  did  freely,  voluntarily,  and  without 
any  compulsion,  dread  or  fear,  of  any  peraon  or  persons  whom- 
soever, renounce,  release,  and  forever  relinquish  unto  the  grantee, 
all  her  interest  and  estate  in  the  land  conveyed.  This  must  all  be 
certified  to  by  the  magistrate  taking  the  acknowledgment,  and  a 
seal  is  necessary  to  be  affixed  to  the  certificate,  and  when  such  seal 
is  wanting  the  conveyance  is  null  and  void.  {McCreary  v. 
McOreary^  9  Rich.  Eq.  R.  34.  Vide  also  Brovm  v.  Shandy  2  Rep, 
Con.  a.  12.) 

The  usage  is  the  same  in  Alabama  with  respect  to  the  convey- 
ance by  the  wife  being  with  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  and 
the  private  examination  of  tho  wife ;  although  it  has  been  held 
that  when  the  conveyance  is  for  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  the 
private  examination  is  not  necessary.  {Fish  v.  Stubbs^  30  Ala, 
R.  335.) 

So  also  the  custom  is  substantially  the  same  in  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissippi, and  the  certificate  of  the  magistrate  must  show  that  the 
conveyance  was  signed,  seabd  and  delivered  by  the  wife  without 
the  fear,  threats,  or  compulsion  of  the  husband.  {Toidmin  v, 
Reidelberg,  32  Miss.  R.  268.) 

The  real  estate  of  the  wife  is  passed  in  the  same  way  in  the 
States  of  Georgia  and  Tennessee.  In  the  latter  state,  the  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  privy 
examination.  {CampbeU  v.  Taully  3  Yerg.  R.  548.  Lapeier  v. 
Tumevy  1  {b.  413.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  the  pbwer  of  a  feme^overt  to  convey 
land  by  deed  is  given  by  statute,  and  the  deed  must  be  executed 
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with  all  the  fomiB  required  by  the  statute.  The  statute  provides 
for  the  privy  examination  of  the  wife,  and  unless  this  is  made,  the 
deed  does  not  bind  her  or  her  heirs.  {Elliott  v.  Pieraclj  1  Peters- 
Ji.  328.  Vide  aUo^  Stule  v.  Zewie^  1  Mo7i.  P.  49.)  The  privy 
examination  of  the  wife  by  the  clerk  out  of  court,  is  sufficient  to 
pass  her  title.  {Pender gast  y.  Gwathmey^S  A,  K.  Marsh.  P.  67.) 
And  a  deed  of  a  husband  of  land  belonging  to  the  wife  in  her  own 
right,  passes  his  interest  therein,  but  does  not  work  a  discontinu- 
ance of  her  estate,  nor  bar  her  right  to  enter  upon  the  laud  after 
his  death.     {MiUer  v.  SJhackelfordj  3  Panama  E,  289.) 

The  wife's  equity  in  land  may  be  conveyed  by  her  and  her  hus- 
band during  coverture,  by  privy  examination,  and  recording  the 
deed  in  the  proper  oiBce.  (  Whitdker  v.  Pladr^  3  J.  J,  Mardu  P. 
241.)  And  it  would  seem  that  the  deed  of  a  feme-^overi  will  pass 
no  interest  in  her  land,  except  in  her  separate  estate,  unless  her 
privy  acknowledgment  is  recorded  in  proper  time.  ( Whitdker  v. 
Blair ^  supra,    Hepburn  v.  PuboiSy  12  Peter8\  P.  345.) 

In  the  State  of  Iftdiana,  tlie  husband  must  be  a  party  with  the 
wife  to  her  conveyance  in  order  to  pass  her  estate.  {Scott  v.  Pur- 
cdlj  7  Blaekf.  P,  66.)  And,  indeed,  such  is  the  law  in  most  of 
the  other  states  not  mentioned.  As  a  general  rule,  where  the  com- 
mon law  is  in  force,  the  real  estate  of  a  feme<overt  is  transferred 
by  her  deed,  in  wliich  her  husband  must  join. 

In  California,  the  rule  is  adopted  by  express  statute,  and  the 
statute  must  be  complied  with.  ( Vide  Barrett  v.  Tewhbury^  9 
Cdl.  P.  13.  Kendall  v.  Miller^  Ih.  691.  Selvon  v.  Commercial 
Co.  7  ih.  266.) 

In  the  State  of  Ohio,  the  statute  requires  the  certificate  of  the 
separate  examination  of  the  wife  to  her  deed  to  state  that  the  con- 
tents of  tlie  deed  were  made  known  to  her.  A  power  of  attorney 
executed  by  husband  and  wife,  to  convey  real  estate  held  by  them 
in  common,  is  not  obligatory  on  the  wiie  unless  acknowledged  by 
her.     {Bacock  v.  Pa/oey^  8  Ohio  St.  P.  270.) 

§  375.  It  may  be  remarked  generally  that  in  many  of  tlie  states  the 
concurrence  of  the  husband  in  the  conveyance  of  the  wife  is  made 
necessary  by  statute ;  but,  except  in  the  new  states,  these  statutes 
only  enacted  what  bad  already  become  law  by  general  usage,  or 
rather  the  usage  had  grown  out  of  the  requirements  of  the  common 
law,  and  hence  the!  statutes  may  be  deemed  simply  declaratory  of 
the  common  law.    In  the  new  states  some  regulation  was  probably 
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deemed  necessary  in  order  to  abolish  the  common  law  method  of 
conveyance  by  fine  and  recover)',  and  to  Bubstitute  the  conveyance 
by  deed.  Hence  most  of  their  statutes  relating  to  the  sabject  are 
in  form  enabling  statutes — enabling  married  women  to  convey  by 
deed,  but  retaining  in  other  respects  all  the  substantial  requii'c- 
mcnts  of  the  common  law  method  of  conveyance.  ( Vide  dissenting 
opinion  in  Albany  JFire  Insurance  Company  v.  Bay^  4  N,  Y. 
R,  33.)  ' 

In  the  early  settlement  of  this  country  the  common  law  mode  of 
conveying  the  lands  of  married  women  by  fine  or  common  recovery 
was  never  adopted  by  the  colonics,  but  the  more  simple  mode  of 
conveyance  by  deed  was  used.  This  custom  became  so  general  at 
an  early  period  in  the  colonies,  that  it  became  a  portion  of  the 
prcneral  law  of  the  land,  and  as  firmly  established  as  if  it  had  been 
cxprcc^sly  enacted  by  statute.     (/J.) 

The  deed  of  a  feme-coveYt^  conveying  her  interest  in  lands  which 
she  owns  in  fee,  does  hot  pass  her  interest  by  foBce  of  its  execution 
and  delivery,  as  in  the  common  case  of  a  deed  by  a  person  under 
no  legal  incapacity.  In  such  cases  an  acknowledgment  gives  no 
additional  effect  between  the  parties  to  the  deed.  It  operates  only 
as  to  third  persons  under  the  provisions  of  recording  and  kindred 
laws.  The  law  presumes  a  feme^overt  to  act  under  the  coercion 
of  her  husband,  unless,  before  a  court  of  record,  a  judge,  or  some 
commissioner  in  England,  by  a  separate  acknowledgment,  out  of 
tlie  presence  of  her  husband,  or,  in  the  United  States,  before 
some  court  or  judicial  officer  authorized  to  take  and  certify  such 
acknowledgment,  the  contrary  appears.  {Hepburn  v.  Dubois^  12 
Peters'  R,  345.) 

In  the  states  generally,  except  "New  York,  the  deed  of  9i,  feme- 
covert  is  not  valid. unless  her  husband  joins  in  the  conveyance. 
Usually  the  husband  and  wife  should  so  join  in  the  conveyance 
that  the  husband  may  convey  his  estate  therein  which  lasts  at  least 
during  the  coverture,  and  that  the  wife  may  transfer  the  fee. 

§  376.  Upon  this  subject  the  learned  annotators  of  Reeve's 
Domestic  Relations  say :  "  The  method  of  passing  an  estate  by 
fine  and  recovery  is  unknown  in  the  laws  of  most  if  not  all  of  the 
United  States,  and  it  is  only  from  analogy  that  it  bears  to  the 
forms  of  conveyance  usually  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  divesting 
the  wife  of  her  estate  during  coverture,  that  a  consideration  of  the 
many  English  cases  upon  the  subject  of  fines  iind  recoveries  becomes 
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at  all  important;.  Tliat  a  wife  during  coverture  has  power  to  make 
a  contract  binding  upon  herself,  is  one  of  the  general  principles  of 
the  law ;  but,  like  nearly  all  others,  it  has  its  exceptions.  This,  to 
use  a  favorite  expression  of  the  author,  may  '  mar  its  symmetry,' 
but,  in  general,  the  line  is  so  distinctly  marked  to  these  exceptions 
as  to  render  them  by  no  means  intricate.  Thus  a  wife  may,  by 
deed  executed  with  her  husband  and  separately  acknowledged,  con- 
vey her  real  estate  so  as  to  bind  hei'self  and  her  heirs;  and  why? 
Because  it  would  be  highly  inconvenient  and  impolitic  that  the 
separate  real  property  of  the  wife  should  ex  necessitate^  remain  in 
precisely  the  situation  during  the  existence  of  coverture  that  the 
marriage  found  it,  when  such  change  might  be  most  beneficial  to 
the  interest  of  the  wife  and  all  persons  claiming  through  her. 
Hence  it  is  that  this  mode  of  conveyance  is  resorted  to,  as  being, 
by  virtue  of  the  separate  acknowledgment,  the  most  secure  from 
the  coercion  of  her  husband.  But  when  the  question  of  her 
liability  on  her  covenants  of  warranty,  made  during  tlie  coverture, 
comes  up,  the  rule  of  her  inability  to  contract  while  a  fenie-^xycertj 
comes  in  to  protect  her  from  such  covenants.  It  is  believed  that 
the  doctrine  that  a  wife  may,  by  deed  separately  acknowledged  from 
her  husband,  pass  her  interest  in  real  estate,  obtains  generally 
throughout  the  United  States,  and  it  is  somewhat  surprising  tliat 
a  branch  of  the  law  of  husband  and  wife,  of  so  much  importance 
and  of  so  frequent  occurrence  as  this,  should  not  have  been  con- 
sidered by  the  learned  author  as  worthy  of  more  importance.'' 
{Reeve^s  Dam.  Bel.  Zd  ed.  199,  note  1.)  And  it  may  be  afiirmed 
as  a  general  rule, -that  in  all  of  the  American  States,  the  real  estate 
of  a  feme-covert  is  transferred  by  the  conveyance  of  the  wife, 
acknowledged  on  a  private  examination,  separate  and  apart  from 
her  husband,  which  must  be  certified  to  by  the  officer  taking  the 
acknowledgment.  That  though  she  may  thus  convey  her  land, 
she  cannot  bind  herself  or  her  heirs  by  any  of  the  covenants  con- 
tained in  her  deed ;  and  that  as  to  her  "  separate  estate"  she  may 
execute  the  conveyance  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband. 
But  in  all  other  cases,  the  cardinal  principle  of  the  common  law  is 
recognized,  that  a  f€7ne-covert  has  no  power  to  contract  or  dispose 
of  property  independent  of  her  husband.  Some  changes  in  the 
rule  may  be  observed  when  tlie  statutes  of  the  several  states  respect- 
ing the  "  rights  of  married  women,"  are  considered. 
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CHAPTER  XXVI. 

•ffiE  LAW  OF  DOWEK — THE  NATUBE  OF  DOWER  AND  ITS  HISTORY — ^DIF- 
FERENT KINDS  OF  DOWER — ^REQUISITES  FOR  DOWER-^MARRIAGE — 
SEISIN  OF  THE  HUSBAND— DEATH  OF  THE  HUSBAND — ISSUE  NOT 
NECESSARY. 

§  377.  DowER  is  the  estate  which  the  wife  has,  by  operation  of 
law,  in  the  property  of  her  deceased  luisband,  or,  more  properly, 
the  right  which  the  widow  lias,  in  law,  to  enjoy,  for  the  term  of  her 
natural  life,  a  specified  portion  of  the  lands  and  tenements  of 
which  her  husband  was  seised  during  coverture.  This  applies  only 
to  what  the  law  gives  the  wife  independent  of  any  act  of  the  hus- 
band, of  which  he  has  no  power  to  deprive  her. 

Some  have  defined  dower  to  be  the  provision  which  was  made 
by  the  common  law  for  the  support  of  the  wife  and  the  nurture  of 
the  younger  children.  {Gili,  on  Dower^  363.  2  Black.  Com,  130.) 
Littleton  said :  "  Tenant  in  dower  is,  when  a  man  is  seised  of  cer- 
tain lands  or  tenements  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail  general,  or  as  heir  in 
special  tail,  and  takes  a  wife  and  dies,  the  wife,  after  the  death  of 
her  husband,  shall  be  endowed  of  the  third  part  of  such  lands  and 
tenements  as  were  her  husband's  at  any  time  during  the  coverture, 
to  have  and  to  hold  to  the  same  wife  in  severalty  by  metes  and 
bounds,  for  the  terra  of  her  life,  whether  she  has  issue  by  her  hus- 
band or  not,  and  of  what  age  soever  the  wife  be,  so  as  she  be  past 
the  age  of  nine  yeai*s  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  husband." 
{Litt.  §  36.     Co.  Liu.  31  a) 

It  appears  that  by  the  common  law  the  widow  has  one-third 
part  of  the  lands  and  tenements  which  were  her  husband's  during 
the  marriage  {Cray  v.  MoCune,  23  Penn.  E,  447);  but  by  the 
custom  in  some  places,  she  may  have  more  or  less,  and  in  all  cases 
she  is  called  tenant  in  dower.  The  general  rule,  both  in  England 
and  in  the  United  States,  is  to  allow  the  widow  an  estate  for  life 
in  one-third  of  all  the  lands  of  which  the  husband  was  seised  in 
fee  during  coverture,  although  the  rule  is  changed  or  modified  by 
the  statutes  of  some  of  the  states.  Dower  is  a  title  inchoatey  and 
not  consummate  until  the  death  of  the  husband. 

§  378.  The  origin  of  dower  is  involved  in  considerable  doubt 
and  obscurity.  The  right  of  dower  has  been  recognized  by  the 
customs  and  laws  of  every  civilized  country  from  a  very  early  age. 
It  was  said  in  one  case  that  "  the  introduction  of  dower  into  Eng- 
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land  is  of  such  antiquity  that  its  origin  cannot  be  traced  with  any 
degree  of  certainty."  ( Wright  v.  Jennings^  1  Bailey* s  Law  JS. 
277,  278.)  In  another,  that  "  it  is  difficult  to  trace  the  origin  of 
dower,  but  all  writers  admit  it  to  be  of  great  antiquity."  {HtU  v. 
Mitchell,  5  Ark,  M,  608,  610.)  And  in  still  another  case  it  is  said 
to  be  ^^  so  ancient  that  neither  Coke  nor  Blackstone  can  trace  it  to 
its  origin."    {jOomhe  v.  Young,  4  Terg.  It.  218.) 

Dower  is  called  in  Latin  by  the  foreign  jurists  doarium,  but 
by  Bracton  and  the  early  English  writers  doe,  which  among  the 
Bomans  signified  the  marriage  portion  which  the  wife  brought  to 
her  husband,  or  the  money  or  property  given  or  settled  on  a 
marriage.  This  species  of  dower,  especially  in  the  middle  ages, 
was  often  very  rich.  For  instance,  the  Duke  of  Brabant  con- 
tracted his  daughter  to  the  Black  Prince,  son  of  Edward  the  Third, 
A.  D.  1339,  and  gave  her  a  portion,  which  was  reckoned  in  England 
of  the  value  of  over  three  hundred  thousand  pounds  sterling ;  and 
John  Galeazzo  Yisconte,  Duke  of  Milan,  concluded  a  treaty  of 
marriage  between  his  daughter  and  Lionel,  Duke  of  Clarence, 
Edward's  third  son,  A.  D.  1367,  and  granted  him  a  portion  equal 
to  two  hundred  thousand  pounds  sterling.  From  this  statement, 
some  idea  may  be  had  of  the  wealth  of  the  Flemish  and  Italian 
commercial  states  in  those  ages.  But  dower  in  tins  sense  bears 
no  resemblance  to  the  term  as  now  understood.  Dower  out  of 
the  lands  seems  also  to  have  been  unknown  in  tlie  early  part  of  the 
Saxon  constitution.  In  the  time  of  King  Edmond,  the  wife  was 
directed  to  be  supported  wholly  out  of  the  personal  estate.  After- 
ward the  widow  became  entitled  to  a  conditional  estate  in  one- 
half  of  the  lands,  upon  condition  that  she  remained  chaste  and 
unmarried.  Some  have  ascribed  the  introduction  of  dower  into 
England  to  the  Normans,  as  a  branch  of  their  local  tenures,  though 
Blackstone  did  not  credit  that  theory.  He  thought  it  possible  that 
it  might  be  in  England  the  relic-of  a  Danish  custom  ;  since,  accord- 
ing to  historians,  dower  was  introduced  into  Denmark  by  Swein, 
the  father,  of  Canute  the  Great,  out  of  gratitude  to  the  Danish 
ladies,  who  sold  all  their  jewels  to  ransom  him  when  taken  prisoner 
by  the  Vandals.  (2  Black.  Com.  129.)  Other  writers  ascribe  the 
origin  of  dower  in  England  to  the  Germans.  Chancellor  Kent 
says :  "  In  tlie  customs  of  the  ancient  Germans  recorded  by 
Tacitus  {De  Mor.  Getpi.  c.  18),  dotem  non  uxor  marito,  sed  ttarori 
ma/ritua  offert.    In  this  custom  we  probably  have  the  origin  of  the 


LAW  OF  DOWER.  617 

right  of  dower,  which  was  carried  by  the  northern  barbarians  into 
their  extensive  conquests ;  and  when  a  pennanent  interest  was 
acquired  in  land,  the  dower  of  the  widow  was  extended  and 
applied  to  real  estate,  from  principle  and  affection,  and  by  the 
influence  of  the  same  generosity  of  sentiment  which  first  applied 
it  to  chattels."  (2  Kenfa  Cam.  36,  note  J.)  And  Mr.  Cruise  says 
the  estate  called  dower  "is  derived  from  the  Germans,  among 
whom  it  was  a  rule  that  a  virgin  should  have  no  marriage  portion, 
but  that  the  husband  should  allot  a  part  of  his  property  for  her 
use  in  case  she  survived  him.  *  *  *  And  wlien  the  Germans 
established  themselves  in  the  southern  parts  of  Europe,  and  reduced 
their  customs  into  writing,  they  fixed  the  portion  of  the  husband's 
lands  which  he  might  allot  for  his  wife's  dower."  (1  OreenL 
CrwUe,  162,  §  1.) 

§  379.  The  law  of  dower  appears  to  have  been  altered  in  the 
reign  of  King  Henry  II.  In  that  reign,  according  to  Glanville, 
every  man  was  bound,  both  by  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  law,  to 
endow  liis  wife  at  the  time  of  his  marriage,  either  by  naming  the 
dower  in  particular,  or  by  endowing  her  generally  of  all  his 
lands.  If  he  endowed  her  generally,  then  the  wife  was  entitled  to 
her  do8  rationabilis^  which  was  one-third  of  her  husband's  freehold. 
If  he  named  a  dower  which  amounted  to  more  tlian  a  third,  it  was  * 
not  allowed,  but  was  reduced  to  a  third.  Nor  was  the  wife 
entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  of  her  husband's  subsequent  acqui- 
sitions, unless  he  specially  engaged  before  the  priest  to  endower 
her  of  them.  And,  it  is  said,  these  regulations  are  exactly  similar 
to  those  contained  in  the  Grand  Consiwnier  of  Normandy,  (1 
GreenL  Cruise,  152,  §  3.) 

Mr.  Cruise  says  that  nothing  is  mentioned  in  !King  John's 
Magna  Charta,  or  the  first  charter  of  Henry  HI,  respecting 
dower ;  but  in  the  charters  of  1217  and  1224,  it  is  declared  that 
dower  should  consist  of  a  third  of  all  the  lands  which  the  husband 
held  during  his  life,  unless  the  wife  had  been  endowed  of  a  smaller  ' 
portion  at  the  church  door.  (1  Oreenl,  Cruise,  162,  §  4.)  But  Mr. 
Scribner  says :  "  This  is  manifestly  an  error,  for,  as  we  have  seen, 
the  right  of  dower  is  expressly  recognized  in  both  these  charters. 
But  it  is  true  that  in  neither  of  them  is  there  any  thing  said  as  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  widow  might  be  endowed,  and  perhaps 
it  is  this  omission  to  which  that  writer  ref(*s."  (1  Scribner  on 
Doioer,  13.) 
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§  380.  But  whatever  the  origin  of  dower  or  the  date  of  its  intro- 
duction into  England,  Blackstone  says  that  the  reason  which  the 
English  law  gives  for  adopting  it  is  a  very  plain  and  sensible  one, 
"  for  the  sustenance  of  the  wife,  and  the  nurture  and  education  of 
the  younger  children."  (2  Black,  Com,  130.)  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll 
says :  ''  The  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  as  it  is  the  nearest,  so  it 
is  the  earliest ;  and,  therefore,  the  wife  is  the  proper  object  of  the 
care  and  kindness  of  the  husband.    The  husband  is  bound  bv 
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the  law  of  God  and  man  to  provide  for  her  during  his  life ;  and 
after  his  death  the  moral  obligation  is  not  at  an  end,  but  he  ought 
to  take  care  of  her  provision  during  his  own  life.  This  is  the  more 
reasonable,  as,  during  the  coverture,  the  wife  can  acquire  no  prop- 
erty of  her  own.  If  before  her  marriage  she  had  a  real  estate, 
this,  by  the  coverture,  ceases  to  be  here,  and  the  right  thereto, 
while  she  is  married,  vests  in  her  husband.  Her  personal  estate 
becomes  his  absolutely,  or  at  least  is  subject  to  his  control ;  so  that, 
unless  she  has  a  real  estate  of  her  own  (which  is  the  case  of  but 
few),  she  may  by  his  death  be  destitute  of  the  necessaries  of  life, 
unless  provided  for  out  of  his  estate,  either  by  a  jointure  or  dower. 
As  to  the  husband's  personal  estate,  unless  restrained  by  special 
custom,  which  very  rarely  takes  place,  he  may  give  it  all  away 
from  her.  So  that  his  real  estate,  if  he  has  any,  is  the  only  plank 
she  can  lay  hold  of  to  prevent  her  sinking  under  her  distress. 
Thus  the  wife  is  said  to  have  a  moral  right  to  dower."  {Banks  v. 
Sutton^  2  P.  Wma,  R.  702.)  It  has  been  said  that  the  husbantra 
tenancy  by  the  curtesy  has  no  moral  foundation,  and  is  therefore 
called  an  estate  by  the  favor  of  the  law ;  but,  as  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll 
well  says,  dower  is  not  only  a  legal  but  also  a  moral  right. 

One  writer  on  ancient  law  says  that  "the  provision  for  the 
widow  was  attributable  to  the  exertions  of  the  church,  which 
never  relaxed  its  solicitude  for  the  interest  of  wives  surviving 
their  husbands — ^winning,  perhaps,  one  of  the  most  arduous  of  its 
triumphs,  when,  after  exacting  for  two  or  three  centuries  an 
express  promise  from  the  husband  at  marriage  to  endow  his  wife, 
it  at  length  succeeded  in  ingrafting  the  principle  of  dower  in  the 
customary  law  of  all  western  Europe.  Curiously  enough,  the 
dower  of  lands  proved  a  more  suitable  institution  than  the  analo- 
gous and  more  ancient  reservation  of  certain  shares  of  the  personal 
property  to  the  wid JW  and  children."  {Main^^a  Ancient  Law.  224.) 
Some  of  the  reasons,  however,  which  existed  in  the  earlier  ages  for 
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the  institation  of  dower,  have  disappeared  under  the  usages  and 
refinements  of  modern  society ;  and  yet  the  estate  in  dower  is  still 
recognized  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  by  the  laws  of  all  Christian 
nations,  and  in  some  of  the  American  States  the  right  has  been 
extended.much  beyond  the  provisions  of  the  common  law. 

§  381.  Anciently  there  were  five  kinds  of  dower,  viz. :  dower  ad 
ostium  ecclesim^  dower  by  the  common  law,  dower  by  the  custom, 
dower  ex  assetisu  patris^  and  dower  de  lapluia  heaU. 

Dower  ad  ostium  ecdesicSj  "  at  the  church  door,"  was  when  a 
man  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  seised  in  fee  simple,  took  his 
intended  wife  to  the  church  door  to  be  married,  and  after  the 
marriage  was  solemnized,  endowed  the  woman  of  the  whole  land, 
or  of  the  half  or  other  lesser  part  thereof,  and  then  openly  declared 
the  quantity  and  the  certainty  of  the  land  which  she  should  have 
for  her  dower.  In  this  case  the  wife,  after  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, entered  into  the  quantity  of  land  of  which  her  husband 
endowed  her  without  any  assignment  or  process.  {Co.  Lift.  34  a!) 
It  is  said,  however,  that  the  widow  could  never  take  more  than 
one-tliird  of  the  lands  of  which  her  husband  was  seised  at  the 
time  of  her  espousals,  and  the  husband  might  endow  her  with  less. 

Dower  by  the  common  law  has  been  stated  in  a  previous  section. 
{Ante^  §  377.)  Dower  by  the  custom  is  where  a  widow  becomes 
entitled  to  a  certain  portion  of  her  husband's  lands,  in  consequence 
of  some  local  and  peculiar  custom.  And  in  cases  of  this  kind  the 
widow  cannot  waive  the  provision  thereby  made  for  her  and  claim 
dower  at  common  law,  because  all  customs  are  equally  ancient 
with  the  common  law.    {Co,  Zitt.  33  b.) 

Dower  ex  assensu  patj'isj  "  with  the  father's  consent,"  was  when 
the  father  was  seised  of  tenements  in  fee,  and  his  son  and  heir 
apparent,  when  he  was  married,  endowed  his  wife  at  tlie  church 
door  of  parcel  of  his  fiither's  lands  or  tenements  with  the  assent  of 
his  father,  and  assigned  the  quantity  and  parcels.  This  species  of 
dower,  like  that  ad  ostium  ecclesicB,  was  assigned  after  the  marriage 
ceremony  took  place,  and  was  valid  without  any  deed,  because  the 
husband  cannot  make  a  deed  to  his  wife  J  besides,  she  could  enter 
after  the  death  of  her  husband  without  any  assignment,  because 
the  demand  of  dower  was  certain  in  those  cases,  and  no  assignment 
was  necessary  to  fix  the  quantity  of  land  to  which  she  was  entitled. 
{Co.  Zitt.  34,  35,  37.)  This  was  greatly  conyenient  for  the  wife, 
and  saved  her  the  delays  and  vexations  of  a  suit  to  recover  her 
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dower.  Assignment  of  dower  ad  ostium  ecderim  or  ex  anendu 
pcUHa  is  now  abolished  by  statute  in  England,  and  the  practice 
never  prevailed  in  the  United  States.  Dower  de  lapluia  beail  was 
an  incident  of  tenure  by  knight  service,  and  the  act  which 
abolished  the  military  tenures,  necessarily  put  an  end  to  this  title ; 
it  is,  therefore,  of  no  practical  importance  to  consider  its  nature  or 
provisions. 

§  382.  Dower  by  the  common  law  is  the  only  one  that  prevails 
in  the  United  States,  and  is  the  only  species  of  dower  which  it  is 
important  to  consider  in  extenao  here.  This  provision  for  the 
widow  was  introduced  into  this  country  upon  its  first  settlement, 
and  was  firmly  established  by  some  of  the  earliest  colonial  act6. 
The  colony  act  of  Massachusetts,  in  1641,  was  the  firet  enactment 
this  side  of  the  Atlantic  upon  the  subject,  and  that  was  soon  fol- 
lowed by  similar  statutes  in  Virginia,  New  York,  and  elsewhere ; 
and  in  most  of  the  United  States,  the  right  of  the  wife  to  her 
dower  is  at  present  the  same  as  provided  by  the  common  law. 

There  are  three  requisites  to  dower  at  common  law ;  marriage, 
seisin  by  the  husband,  and  his  death.  First,  then,  the  woman  most 
answer  the  description  of  a  lawful  wife,  in  order  to  entitle  her  to 
tills  provision ;  that  is,  she  will  not  be  entitled  to  dower  when  die 
has  not  contracted  a  legal  marriage.  What  is  a  regular  and  valid 
marriage  in  England  and  in  the  United  States,  will  be  considered 
hereafter ;  and  in  this  place  it  is  suiBcient  to  afiimi  that  dower 
attaches  upon  all  marriages  not  absolutely  void,  and  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  d^ath  of  the  husband.  It  will  not  attach,  however, 
if  the  marriage  was  absolutely  void,  as  in  a  case  where  the  husband 
Lad  a  former  wife  then  living.  {Smart  v.  JV/iaiet/y  6  Smedes  & 
Ma/rah.  R  SOS.) 

A  void  marriage  is  at  all  times  a  nullity,  while  a  voidable  mar- 
riage is  valid  for  all  civil  purposes  until,  by  the  judgment  of  a 
competent  court,  its  nullity  is  declared.  The  woman  must  have 
been  the  wife  of  a  man  who,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  was  of 
sound  mind,  for  a  man  of  an  unsound  mind  is  incapable  of  con- 
tracting marriage.  Hence,  if  the  husband  was  of  unsound  mind 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  dower  does  not  attach.  {Jenkins  v. 
JenkinSj  3  Dana's  B.  102.)  A  person,  however,  who  is  married 
while  a  lunatic  may,  on  being  restored  to  reason,  affirm  the  mar- 
riage, by  acts  recognizing  its  validity,  without  any  new  solemnixa- 
tiou ;  as  when  the  parties  cohabit  during  the  lucid  interval  of  the 
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huBband,  he  having  been  fully  advised  of  the  marriage,  such  recog- 
nition of  the  marriage  would  undoubtedly  a&m  it,  and  entitle  the 
-wife  to  all  of  the  rights  incident  to  a  valid  marriage.  (  Vide  Cde 
V.  CoU\  5  Sneed'a  B.  57.) 

It  was.  formerly  held  that  the  wife  of  an  idiot  might  be  endowed, 
though  the  husband  of  an  idiot  could  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy ; 
but  it  is  at  present  agreed,  upon  principles  of  sound  sense  and 
reason,  that  an  idiot  cannot  marry,  being  incapable  of  consenting 
to  any  contract,  and  therofore  the  wife  of  an  idiot  is  not  entitled 
to  dower.    (2  Black.  Com.  130.) 

§  383.  An  alien  widow,  by  the  common  law,  is  excluded  from 
dower,  on  account  of  her  alienism ;  and  this,  although  she  is  the 
widow  of  a  natural  bom  citizen.  {Mick  v.  Mick^  10  Weiid.  B.  379. 
Vide  also  Kelly  v.  Harrison^  2  Johns.  Ch.  B.  29.  SiMiffe  v. 
Forgey^  1  Coio.  B.  89.  Alsherry  v.  Ha/uokins^  9  Dances  B.  177. 
ConoUy  v.  Smithy  21  Wend.  B.  59.  Sistare  v.  Sistare^  2  Boofk  B. 
468.)r  Generally,  however,  if  an  alien  widow  become  naturalized, 
she  may  be  endowed  in  all  the  lands  of  which  the  husband  was 
seised  during  coverture.  {Buchanan  v.  Deshon^  1  liar.  <&  GiWs 
H.  289.  Alsherry  v.  Hawkms^  supra.  Priest  v.  Oummings^  16 
Wend.  B.  617.)  The  same  rule  is  applied  at  common  law  to  the 
widows  of  aliens  as  to  alien  widows,  with  respect  to  tlieir  right  of 
dower.  {Sewdll  v.  Lee^  9  Mass.  B.  363.)  Bnt  with  respect  to 
alien  women,  the  congress  of  the  United  States,  in  1855,  declared 
that  any  woman  who  might  lawfully  be  naturalized  under  the 
existing  laws,  married,  or  who  shall  be  married  to  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States.  (10  Stai.  at  La/rge,  p.  604,  §  2.  BrighOey's  Dig. 
p.  132,  §  2.  Vide  Burton  v.  Burton^  26  Eino.  Pr.  B.  474.) 
It  is  seen,  therefore,  that  the  rule  is  now  uniform  throughout  the 
American  States  that  the  widow  of  a  citizen^  whether  native  or 
naturalized,  is  entitled  to  dower  in  her  husband's  land,  irrespective 
of  the  nativity  of  the  widow. 

In  those  of  the  United  States  in  which  an  alien  is  permitted  to 
hold  lands,  alienage  is  no  impediment  f o  the  title  of  dower,  and 
in  some  of  the  states  it  is  expressly  provided  that  the  alienage 
of  the  wife  shall  not  bar  her  title ;  and  in  England,  by  a  special 
act  of  parliament,  it  is  provided  that  all  women  aliens  who  shall 
marry  by  license  of  the  crown,  shall  be  entitled  to  dower  in  the 
same  manner  as  English  women ;  and  by  another  statute,  the  rights 
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of  natural  bom  sabjects  are  extended  to  all  women  aliens  married 
to  any  natural  born  subjects  or  persons  naturalized.     (7  and  8 
Vict.  oh.  66.     Co.  Litt.  3  J,  Tiote  9.) 

In  the  States  of  Arkansas,  Delaware,  Florida,  Georgia,  Illinois, 
Kansas,  Louisiana,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Michigan,  Minnesota, 
New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  Ohio,  Oregon  and  Wisconsin,  and 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  aliens  may,  by  statute,  take,  hold, 
transmit-  and  convey  lands  in  the  same  manner  as  natural  bom 
citizens,  and  hence  alienage  is  no  impediment  to  dower.  . 

In  the  State  of  Connecticut,  any  alien  who  is  a  resident  of  the 
state,  or  of  any  of  the  United  States,  may  purchase,  hold,  iuherit 
or  transmit  real  estate,  and  the  wife  of  any  alien  capable  of  hold- 
ing land  in  the  state  by  devise  or  inheritance,  is  entitled  to  dower 
in  the  land  of  her  deceased  husband.  (  Vide  Whiting  v.  Stec^ns, 
4  Conn.  R.  44.)  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  alienage,  by  the 
Connecticut  statute,  whether  of  husband  or  wife,  is  no  impediment 
to  the  wife's  dower;  and  the  same  is  substantially  the  statute  of 
California. 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  aliens  may  hold  land  to  the 
amount  of  five  thousand  acres,  as  fully  as  any  natural  born  citizen 
can ;  and  with  reference  to  such  lands,  of  course,  the  wife  may  be 
endowed,  but  beyond  that  the  common  law  doctrine  probably 
obtains. 

In  the  States  of  Indiana,  Texas  and  California,  tenancies  by  the 
curtesy  and  in  dower  are  abolished  by  statute,  with  respect  to 
citizens  as  well  as  aliens.  In  California  the  statute  provides  that 
no  estate  shall  be  allowed  to  the  husband  as  tenant  bv  the  cnrtesv, 
nor  any  estate  in  dower  be  allowed  to  the  wife ;  but  instead  of 
these  provisions  of  the  common  law,  upon  the  death  of  either,  the 
survivor  takes  one-half  of  the  common  property  of  the  deceased, 
and  if  there  are  no  descendants,  the  whole  goes  to  the  survivor. 
(  Wood's  Dig.  486-489,  §§  1-13.  And  vide  Beard  y.  Knox,  5  Cal. 
a.  252.)  And  the  law  is  substantially  the  same  in  Texas.  {Old- 
ham cfe  Whitens  Dig.  313.)  In  Indiana  the  statute  abolishes 
tenancies  by  the  curtesy  and  in  dower ;  and  in  case  of  tlie  death  of 
the  husband  intestate  leaving  a  widow,  one-third  of  his  real  estate 
descends  to  her  in  fee  simple,  free  from  all  demands  of  creditx)rs, 
provided  it  does  not  exceed  in  value  ten  thousand  dollars ;  if  it 
exceeds  that  sum  in  value,  and  does  not  exceed  twenty  thou- 
sand dollars  in  value,  she  has  one-fourth ;  if  it  exceeds  twenty 
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tlionsand  dollars,  then  she  takes  one-fifth ;  and  if  his  property 
does  not  exceed  in  value  three  hnndred  dollars,  the  whole  goes  to 
his  widow,  whether  he  dies  testate  or  intestate.  In  all  cases  the 
widow  is  entitled  to  three  hundred  dollars  of  the  deceased  hus- 
band's personal  property,  to  be  selected  by  her  out  of  its  appraised 
value.  In  case-  of  the  death  of  the  wife,  leaving  her  husband,  he 
is  entitled  to  one-third  of  her  real  estate ;  and  if  she  dies  intestate, 
leaving  a  minor  child  or  children,  one-half  of  her  real  estate  goes 
to  her  husband,  and  her  personal  property  is  divided  equally 
between  her  surviving  husband  and  children.  In  case  husband  or 
wife  dies  intestate,  leaving  no  child  or  children,  and  no  father  or 
mother,  the  whole  estate  goes  to  the  survivor.  (1  JR.  S.  1862,  oh. 
46,  §§  16, 17,  26.) 

In  the  State  of  Iowa,  alienage  is  no  impediment  to  dower,  • 
provided  the  parties  were,  at  the  death  of  the  husband,  residents 
of  the  state ;  and  every  married  woman  whose  husband  dies,  capa-  . 
ble  at  the  time  of  his  death  of  acquiring  and  holding  an  absolute 
title  to  real  estate,  though  she  be  an  alien,  is  entitled  to  the  same 
rights  of  dower  as  if  she  were  a  resident  of  the  state.  ( Vide 
Stemple  v.  Herminghou%er^  3  Imoa  R.  408.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  alienage  is  no  impediment  to  the 
wife's  dower  in  any  lands  acquired  by  the  husband  while  the  par- 
ties actually  reside  in  the  state,  provided  they  continue  to  reside 
in  the  state  until  the  death  of  the  husband;  otherwise  the  common 
law  of  England  relating  to  aliens  is  in  force  in  the  state.  ( Vide 
Hunt  V.  Warwicke^  Hardiv^a  R.  61.  Fry  v.  Smithy  2  DancCs  R. 
39.  Dudley  v.  Crrayson^  6  Mon.  R.  260.  Stevenson  v.  Dunlap,  7 
i5. 143.  Ahherry  v.  Hawkins^  9  Dana^s  R.  177.  Moore  v.  Tis- 
dale^  5  B.  Mon.  R.  352.) 

In  the  State  of  Maryland,  alien  females  intermarried  with  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  and  residing  therein,  become  entitled  to 
dower.  This  is  by  the  statute  of  1813,  and  it  has  been  held  that 
it  is  limited  to  residents,  and  does  not  apply  to  alien  women  who 
have  never  resided  in  the  United  States  during  coverture. 
{McCreery  v.  Alhender^  4  Har.  (&  McHen.  R.  409.  Mc  Or  eery 
V.  SomerviUe,  9  Wheat.  R.  354.  Owings  v.  Norwood^  2  ffar.  <& 
Johns.  R.  96.    Buchanan  v.  Deshon^  1  Har.  &  GUPs  R.  280.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  wife  of  an  alien  resident  dying 
Bcised,  and  an  alien  woman  marrying  a  citizen,  are  respectively 
entitled  to  dower.    {Laws  of  1845,  ch.  115.)    Under  this  statute^ 
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however,  it  has  been  held  that  an  alien  toidow  cannot  be  endowed 
of  lands  of  her  husband,  who  was  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the 
TTuited  States  at  the  time  of  his  death,  when  the  marriage  took 
place  prior  to  the  passage  of*  the  act,  when  both  husband  and  wife 
were  aliens^  and  the  widow  never  having  been  a  resident  of  this 
country.    {Greer  v.  Sanketon,  26  How,  Pr.  R.  471.) 

In  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  an  alien  widow  of  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  is  entitled  to  dower. 

In  Ehode  Island,  when  the  alien  is  a  resident  within  the  state, 
and  has  made  declaration  according  to  law  of  his  intention  to 
become  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  the  court  of 
probate  has  power  to  grant  his  or  her  petition  to  purchase,  hold 
and  dispose  of  real  estate,  and  then  the  wife  is  entitled  to  dower. 

In  Tennessee,  any  alien  wlio  is  a  resident  of  tlie  state,  and  has 
declared  his  intention  fo  become  a  citizen  in  conformity  to  the 
naturalization  laws  of  congress,  may  hold  real  estate  in  the  same 
manner  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States ;  and,  in  that  case,  alienage 
is  no  hinderance  to  dower. 

In  the  State  of  Vennont,  any  person  of  good  moral  character 
who  comes  to  settle  in  the  state,  liaving  first  taken  an  oath  or 
affirmation  of  allegiance  to  the  state,  may  hold  real  estate,  in  which 
case  alienage  is  no  impediment  to  dower. 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina  the  law  upon  the  subject  is 
substantially  the  same  as  in  Ycrmont. 

In  Virginia,  the  law  with  reference  to  holding  and  enjoying  real 
estate  by  an  alien  is  about  the  same  as  in  North  Carolina  and 
Vermont,  and  hence  the  rule  with  respect  to  dower  in  connection 
with  alienage  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  those  states. 

In  the  State  of  Missouri,  all  aliens  residing  in  the  United  States 
who  shall  have  made  a  declaration  on  oath  of  their  intention  to 
become  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  all  alien  residents  in  the 
state  are  capable  of  holding  real  estate ;  and,  w^ith  this  qualification, 
alienage  is  no  impediment  to  dower. 

In  the  State  of  Alabama,  alienage  is  a  bar  to  the  wife's  right  of 
dower.  {Congregational  Church  v.  Morris^  8  Ala.  H.  182.  Vide 
Mhmdge  v.  MaJempre^  18  ib.  665.)  And  in  the  State  of  Mississippi 
the  common  law  rule  relating  to  aliens  in  connection  with  dower 
substantially  obtains.  {For  full  references  to  the  etatutee  of  the 
United  States  upon  the  subject,  vide  1  Scribner  on  Dower,  148-174. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  common  law  in  respect  to  the  effect 
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of  alienage  upon  dower,  has  been  greatlj  modified,  or  entirely 
abrogated  in  most  of  the  American  States. 

§  384.  In  respect  to  the  effect  of  color  npon  the  question  of 
dower  there  seems  to  be  considerable  donbt.  In  England,  persons 
of  the  colored  races  enjoy  equally  with  the  "  whites  "  the  privileges 
of  dower ;  for,  by  the  common  law,  all  women  who  are  natural 
bom  subjects,  and  have  attained  the  age  of  nine  years,  are  entitled 
to  dower.  But  in  most  of  the  United  States  there  is  a  distinction, 
in  respect  to  political  privileges,  between  "white  persons"  and 
colored  persons  of  African  blood,  and  in  very  few  of  the  states  do 
the  latter,  at  present,  participate  equally  with  the  former  in  the 
exercise  of  civil  and  political  rights.  The  African  race  is  generally 
looked  upon  as  essentially  a  degraded  caste,  of  inferior  rank  and 
condition  in  society.  Marriages,  between  them  and  whites  are  for- 
bidden in  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  late  slaveholding  states,  and  in 
some  of  the  states  where  slavery  has  not  existed  for  forty  years ; 
and  when  such  marriages  are  not  absolutely  contrary  to  law,  they 
are  revolting,  and  regarded  as  an  offense  against  public  decorum. 
But  blacks,  whether  born  free  or  in  bondage,  if  bom  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  allegiance  of  the  United  States,  have  always  been 
considered  natives,  and  not  aliens.  They  are  what  the  common 
law  terms  natural  bom  subjects,  and  have  always  been  so  recog- 
nized by  the  United  States.    ( Vide  2  Kefn£%  Com.  258,  rtote  h.) 

So,  also,  the  Indians,  though  natives  of  the  United  States,  are 
seldom,  if  ever,  regarded  as  citizens.  They  do  not  possess  the 
rights,  nor  are  they  bound  to  the  duties,  of  citizens.  They  are 
governed  by  the  laws  and  usages  of  their  tribe,  and  are  only  sub- 
ject to  the  laws  of  the  state  where  they  reside  so  far  as  the  public 
safety  requires.  Each  Indian  tribe  has  been  uniformly  regarded 
as  an  independent  sovereignty ;  and  yet,  in  its  weak  and  dependent 
condition,  as  the  object  of  protecting  care.  {Vide  Hastings  y. 
Farmer,  4  N.  Y.  li.  298,  294.  Dole  v.  /mA,  2  Barb.  JR.  689. 
The  State  v.  Roea^  7  Terg.  R.  74.  The  State  v.  Managere  of  Elec- 
tiansj  1  Bailey^ 8  R.  215.  GoodeU  v.  Jadkwii,  20  Johns.  R.  693.) 
And  it  is  generally  understood,  and  in  some  instances  judicially 
declared,  that  Africans  and  their  descendants,  the  copper-colored 
natives  of  America,  and  the  yellow  or  tawny  races  of  the  Asiatics, 
are  excluded  from  the  benefits  of  the  naturalization  laws  of  the 
American  congress.  It  does  not  follow  from  all  this,  however, 
that  the  colored  races  are  excluded  from  all  the  rights  of  property ; 
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and  virtually,  their  right  to  hold  and  transmit  property,  both  real 
and  personal,  is  now  recognized  in  all  the  states.  So,  however 
perplexing  the  question  may  have  been  heretofore  considered,  it  is 
quite  certain  for  the  future  that  no  persons  of  the  colored  races, 
who  are  native  born  subjects  of  this  country,  can  be  excluded 
from  the  privileges  of  dower. 

It  seems  that  the  widows  of  persons  attainted,  of  conspirators, 
and  of  absentees,  are  entitled  to  dower.  {Sewall  v.  Lee^  9  Mass. 
R.  3C3.  WeUs  v.  Martin,  2  Bay's  E.  20.  Mongin  v.  Baker^  1  ib. 
73.  Palmer  v.  Ilorton,  1  Johns,  Cas.  37.  Cozens  v.  Long,  2 
Pennington's  B.  764.) 

§  385.  The  second  requisite  to  dower  at  common  law  is,  that  the 
husband  should  be  seised,  some  time  during  the  coverture,  of  the 
estate  whereof  the  wife  is  dowable.  This  rule  of  the  common  law 
lias  been  modified  by  the  statutes  of  some  of  the  states;  for 
example,  in  many  of  the  states  it  is  necessary  that  the  husband  die 
seised.  Eeference  will  be  made  to  the  changes  made  in  the  com- 
mon law  rule  hereafter.  Though  it  is  required  that  the  husband 
should  be  seised  of  the  estate,  there  is  no  necessity  for  a  seisin  in 
deed,  as  in  the  case  of  curtesy,  for  a  seisin  in  Ioad  will  be  sufficient, 
otherwise  it  would  be  in  the  husband's  power,  either  by  his  neg- 
ligence or  his  malice,  to  defeat  his  wife  of  that  subsistence  after 
his  death  which  the  law  has  provided  for  her.  When  the  ancestor 
dies  seised,  and  the  heir  being  married  dies  without  making  an 
actual  entry  on  the  lands,  his  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the 
lands ;  for,  by  the  descent  of  the  land  upon  the  heir,  he  acquired  a 
seisin  and  freehold  in  law,  though  not  in  deed.  (1  Greenl,  Cruise, 
156.)  When,  however,  the  husband  has  only  a  right  of  entry 
during  coverture,  and  does  not  exercise  it  before  his  death,  no  title 
to  dower  arises  to  his  widow ;  for  in  such  case  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  husband  had  either  seisin  in  law  or  in  deed  during  the 
marriage.  ( Vide  Galhraith  v.  Greene,  13  Serg.  <&  Jiawle's  R.  85.) 
A  widow  can  recover  dower  only  upon  the  strength  of  her  hus- 
band's title.  She  must  show  a  seisin  in  him  during  coverture. 
{Poor  V.  JSbrton-,  15  Barb,  R.  485.)  And  in  order  that  dower 
arise,  the  husband  must  have  been  seised,  during  the  marriage,  of  a 
present  freehold  interest,  and  not  of  a  remainder  in  the  land. 
{Pretts  V.  Rickey,  29  Penn.  R.  71.)  In  a  word,  to  entitle  a  widow 
to  dower,  the  husband  must  have  been  seised,  either  in  fact  or  in 
law,  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  land  at  some  time  during 
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coverture.  This  rule  is  inflexible.  Simply  a  reversion  in  fee,  or  a 
vested  remainder  expectant  upon  estate  for  life,  is  not  sufficient. 
{Durando  v.  Durandoj  23  N.  Y.  R.  331.)  But  though  the  seisin 
at  law  of  the  husband  without  actual  entry  will  entitle  the  wife  to 
dower,  this  seisin  at  common  law  must  be  of  a  legal  and  not  an 
equitable  estate.  {Oodwin  v.  Winsinore^  2  Aik.  H,  526.)  However, 
in  some  of  the  states  the  widow  is  entitled  by  statute  to  dower  out  of 
the  equitable  estates  in  lands  of  which  the  husband  was  the  owner, 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  legal  estates  of  which  the  husband 
died  seised  or  possessed.  This  is  the  rule  in  Virginia,  Tennessee, 
Maryland,  Illinois,  and  perhaps  others  of  the  states.  In  Kentucky 
it  is  declared  by  statute  that  the  wife  shall  have  dower  of  real 
estate,  although  there  may  have  been  no  actual  possession,  or 
recovery  of  possession,  by  the  husband  in  his  life-time.  (2  H.  S. 
art.  2,  ch.A7.) 

Lord  Coke  lays  it  down  that  of  a  seisin  for  an  instant  a  woman 
shall  not  be  endowed.  Sir  William  Blat^kstone  explains  this 
position  thus  :  "  The  seisin  of  the  husband  for  a  transitory  instant 
only,  when  the  same  act  which  gives  him  the  estate  conveys  it  also 
out  of  him  again,  as  where,  by  a  fine,  land  is  granted  to  a  man, 
and  he  immediately  renders  it  back  by  the  same  fine,  such  seisin 
will  not  entitle  the  wife  to  dower,  for  the  land  was  merely  in 
transitu^  and  never  vested  in  the  husband,  the  grant  and  render 
being  one  continued  act.  But  if  the  land  abides  in  him  for  the 
interval  of  but  a  single  moment,  it  seems  that  the  wife  shall  be 
endowed  thereof."  (1  Go.  Litt.  ch.  5,  §  36.  2  Black.  Com.  131. 
Broughton  v.  RandaU^  Cro.  Eliz.  503.)  "When  the  husband  takes 
a  conveyance  in  fee,  and  at  the  same  time  mortgages  the  land  back 
to  the  grantor,  or  to  a  third  person,  to  secure  the  purchase-money 
in  whole  or  in  part,  dower  cannot  be  claimed  as  against  rights 
under  the  mortgage.  The  husband  is  not  deemed  sufficiently  or 
beneficially  seised  by  an  instantaneous  passage  of  the  fee  out  of 
him  to  entitle  his  wife  to  dower  as  against  the  mortgage.  {May- 
hurry  V.  Brien^  15  Peter^s  R.  21.)  The  doctrine  that  of  a  seisin 
for  an  instant  a  woman  shall  not  be  endowed,  seems  to  be  well  estab- 
lished in  this  country.  {HolhrooJc  v.  Finney^  4  Ma^s.  R.  566. 
GlarJc  V.  Muroe,  14  ib.  352.  Slow  v.  Tift,  15  Johns.  R.  485.) 
But  the  court  say  in  one  case :  "  Perhaps  there  is  no  general  rule, 
in  strictness,  that  in  cases  of  instantaneous  seisin  the  widow  shall 
or  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower.    *    *    *    When  a  man  has  the 
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Beisin  of  an  estate  beneficially  for  his  own  use,  the  widow  shall  be 
endowed."  {McCavley  v.  Grivies,  2  Gill  <&  Johns,  R.  324.) 
What  may  be  a  beneficial  seisin  in  the  husband,  so  as  to  entitle  his 
widow  to  dower,  may  be  a  matter  of  controversy,  and  must  lead  to 
some  uncertainty.  It  has  been  held,  where  a  man  conveyed  land  to 
one  who  at  the  same  time  conveyed  the  same  land  to  another,  that 
the  widow  of  the  first  grantee  was  entitled  to  dower  in  the  land 
conveyed.  {Stanwood  v.  Dunning,  2  8hej)ley*s  M,  290.)  But 
more  of  this  when  the  nature  and  qualities  of  the  property  subject 
to  dower  is  considered.  By  the  dower  act  now  in  force  in  Eng- 
land, the  widow  may  claim  dower  when  the  husband  has  had  only 
a  right  of  entry  or  action ;  but  the  dower  must  be  sued  for  or 
obtained  within  the  period  during  which  the  right  of  entry  or 
action  might  be  enforced.  (3  and  4  WiU.  IV.  ch,  105,  §§  2,  3.) 
But  the  principle  is  well  settled  by  the  common  law  that  the 
wife's  right  of  dower  attaches  only  to  the  beneficial  seisin  of  the 
husband. 

§  386.  The  last  circumstance  required  to  the  existence  of  an 
estate  in  dower  is  the  death  of  the  husband,  by  which  the  wife's 
estate  is  consummate  It  is  generally  understood  that  nothing  but 
the  natural  death  of  the  husband  will  give  a  title  to  dower,  though 
there  are  some  old  authorities  to  prove  that  the  wife  of  a  man  ban- 
ished by  abjuration,  or  by  act  of  parliament,  which  is  a  civil  death, 
would  be  entitled  to  dower.  But  the  civil  death  of  the  husband 
by  his  entry  into  religion  had  not  this  effect. 

When  it  was  uncertain  whether  the  husband  was  dead,  as  when 
he  was  absent  beyond  seas,  and  no  intelligence  of  him  could  be 
obtained,  it  seems  that  the  wife  might  recover  dower  condition- 
ally. (1  BrigMa  Hvsband  and  Wife^  325.)  Beputation  in  the 
family  is  prima  facte  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  husband. 
{Cochrane  v.  Lihby^  6  Sliepley^a  R.  89.)  So,  in  general,  is  the 
granting  of  letters  of  administration  evidence  of  such  death* 
{Thompson  v,  Donaldaony  3  JEsp.  R,  63.  Succession  of  HamUin^  3 
Rob.  [La,']  R.  130,  Neioman  v.  Jejikins,  10  Pick.  R.  515.  Mooret 
Y.  De  BernaleSy  1  Rues.  R.  301.)  But  a  treatise  on  evidence  may 
be  consulted  as  to  what  is  competent  proof  of  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, and  as  to  the  presumption  of  survivorship  when  two  persons 
perish  by  the  same  calamity.  ( Vide  1  Greerd.  on  Ev.  §§  29,  30, 
41,  650.  AUo  Taylor  v.  Dipach,  2  PhiU.  R.  261.  Cdvin  v. 
ProcwratoT-Omeraly  1  Hogg.  Eod.  R.  93.    In  re  Murray^  1  Otark 
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JR.  596.     Saiterihwaite  v.  Powell^  11.  705.    SiJUch  v.  Booth^  1 
Tou.  <&  Cd.  Cm.  121.) 

§  387.  The  birth  of  issue  is  not  required  in  order  to  give  a  right 
to  dower,  as  it  is  in  order  to  found  a  riglit  to  curtesy.  But  the 
widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  dower  unless  her  issue  could  by  possi- 
bility have  inherited  the  estate.  If,  tlierefore,  a  man  seised  of 
lands  in  fee  simple  have  a  son  by  his  first  wife,  and  after  her  death 
marry  a  second,  she  will  be  entitled  to  dower  of  his  lands,  for  her 
issue  might,  by  possibility,  have  been  heir  to  and  inherited  the 
estate  after  the  son's  death. 

It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  that  if  the  wife  is  past  the  age  of 
nine  years  at  the  time  of  her  husband's  death,  she  will  be  endowed, 
although  her  husband  be  but  four  years,  old.  It  is  observed  that 
though  a  woman  cannot  consent  to  marriage  before  twelve  years, 
nor  a  man  before  fourteen,  yet  this  inchoate  and  imperfect  mar- 
riage, from  which  either  of  the  parties  may,  at  the  age  of  consents 
disagree,  shall  entitle  the  wife  to  dower.  {Co.  Lilt.  33.)  The  law 
did  not  deem  it  necessary  that  the  woman  should  be  nine  years  old 
at  the  time  of  marriage,  for 'if  slie  were  then  of  .the  age  of  seven 
years  only,  and  survives  nine  at  the  husband's  death,  she  would  be 
entitled  to  dower,  the  law  supposing  her  capable  from  that  period 
of  having  heritable  issue.  The  wife  will  be  entitled  to  dower  how- 
ever far  advanced  in  years  she  may  be  at  the  time  of  her  marriage, 
because  the  law  cannot  fix  upon  the  precise  period  when  her 
capability  of  having  issue  determines.  Lord  Coke  mentions  an 
instance  of  a  woman  having  a  child  after  she  attained  her  sixtieth 
year.  The  law  sets  no  bounds  to  the  possibility  of  having  issue  at 
the  most  advanced  age,  for  the  reason,  as  Lord  Coke  said :  "Seeing 
that  women  in  ancient  times  have  had  children  at  that  age  where- 
nnto  no  woman  doth  now  attain,  the  law  cannot  judge  that  to  be 
impossible  which  by  nature  was  possible;  and  in  my  time  a 
woman  above  threescore  years  old  hath  had  a  child,  and  idea  nan 
definitur  in  jure.^^    {Co.  Litt.  40  a.) 

Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Scribner  very  properly  remarks  in  the 
licrlit  of  authoritv,  that  "  it  is  believed  not  to  be  essential  to  the 
right  of  dower  in  any  case  that  the  wife  should  be  physically  capa- 
ble of  bearing  cJiildren.  Dower  is  a  right  incident  to  marriage, 
and  at  this  day  the  possibility  of  having  issue  can  hardly  be 
regarded  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  inception  of  the  estate.  If,  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  is  contracted,  the  wife  is 
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competent  to  enter  into  that  contract,  and  the  marriage  be  valid 
in  other  respects,  the  necessary  effect  would  seem  to  be  to  clothe 
her  with  all  the  rights  pertaining  to  the  marital  relation.  And  if 
the  marri^e  remain  undissolved  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  it 
seems  clear  that  the  widow  would  be  entitled  to  dower,  even 
though  it  were  rendered  absolutely  certain  that,  by  reason  of  physi- 
cal malformation,  or  other  cause,  she  was  utterly  incapable  of 
bearing  children."  (1  Senbner  on  Dower^  217,  referring  to  1 
WaaJibum  on  Real  Property^  153.) 


CHAPTER  XXVn. 

OF  WHAT  PROPERTY  THE  WIFE  IS  DOW  ABLE — ^DOWER  IN  LANDS — ^DOWEB 

IN    MINES    AND    ORE-BEDS PARTNERSHIP   LANDS  —  EXCHANGE    OF 

LANDS  —  LANDS    PARTTnONED MORTGAGED    LANDS REVERSIONS 

AND  REMAINDERS TRUST    ESTATES — 'EQCIIABLE  ESTATES  —  LANDS 

APPROPRIATED  TO  PUBLIC  USES  —  SUMMARY. 

§  388.  WrrH  respect  to  the  description  of  the  property  which  is 
subject  to  dower,  it  may  be  affirmed,  in  general  terms,  that,  at  the 
common  law,  dower  may  be  claimed  out  of  all  lands  whereof  the 
husband  was  seised  in  fee  BimpUy  at  any  time  during  the  coverture, 
and  out  of  all  incorporeal  hereditaments  that  savor  of  the  realty, 
or  which  issue  out  of  corporeal  ones,  or  which  concern  or  are  annexed 
to  or  may  be  exercised  within  the  same,  as  rents,  estovers,  common 
appendant  woods,  mills,  piscaries  and  the  like.  (2  Blnck,  Com, 
131.)  The  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all  her  husband's 
incorporeal  hereditaments  of  what  nature  soever,  but  only  out  of 
such  incorporeal  hereditaments  as  savor  of  the  realty.  (Buch 
ridge  v.  Ingram^  2  Ves.  Jun.  B.  664.) 

The  widow  is  dowable  of  all  mines  wrought  during  the  coverture, 
whether  by  the  husband,  or  lessees  for  years;  whether  paving 
pecuniary  rents,  or  rents  in  kind  ;  and  whether  the  mines  are  under 
the  husband's  own  lands,  or  have  been  absolutely  granted  to  hira, 
to  take  the  whole  stratum  in  the  land  of  others  ;  and  dower  may  be 
assigned  of  mines,  either  collectively  with  other  lands,  or  separately 
of  themselves.  {Stoughlon  v.  Leigh^  1  Taunt  R.  402.)  This  is 
correct  in  respect  to  mines  opened  during  coverture,  but  as  to 
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mines  in  general,  including  beds  of  iron  ore,  if  they  are  unopened 
at  the  time  of  the  owner's  death,  his  widow  must  take  her  dower  in 
other  land  merely.  The  newly  opening  a  mine  is  waste,  and  the 
widow,  having  only  an  estate  for  lite,  can  legally  do  no  act  which 
injares  the  inheritah(ie.  All  the  cases  agree  in  this.  (  Vide  CocUes 
V.  Ckeever,  1  Cow.  R.  460,  474.)  Where  a  man  died  seised  of  a 
tract  of  land  of  four  acres,  consisting  of  a  slate  quarry  partially 
above  ground,  a  small  ix)rtion  of  which  had  been  work^  at  the 
usual  depth,  the  whole  quarry  was  held  to  be  opened,  and  there- 
fore subject  to  dower.  {Billinga  v.  Taylor^  10  Pick,  li,  460.) 
And  it  has  been  held  that  a  tenant  in  dower  of  coal  lands,  may  take 
coal  to  any  extent  from  a  mine  already  opened,  or  sink  new  shafts 
into  the  same  v.eins  of  coal,  or  dig  into  a  new  seam  through  one 
already  opened  above  it.  {Cranch  v.  Puryear^  1  Band.  li,  258.) 
In  North  Carolina,  the  widow  has  no  authority  to  make  turpentine 
unless  it  had  been  done  by  the  husband  ;  but  if  her  husband  had 
done  so,  then  she  may  use  trees  already  hoxed  in  his  Ijfe-time,  or  box 
new  ones,  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  turpentine  obtained  when 
dower  was  assigned.    {Carr  v.  (7arr,  4  Dev.  cfe  Batt.  R.  179.) 

Of  a  mere  annuity  gt*anted  to  the  husband  and  his  heirs,  the 
widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  dower,  because  it  is  a  personal 
demand  only,  a  mere  charge  upon  the  person  of  the  grantor,  and 
does  not  issue  out  of  any  lands  or  tenements.  {EaH  of  Stafford 
v.  Buckley^  2  Ve^.  Sen.  R..  170,  Aulin  v.  DaHy^  4  Bam.  cjB  Aid. 
R.  69.    Iloldemesa  v.  Carviarihen^  1  Bro,  C.  {7.*377.) 

When  real  estate  is  purchased  for  the  use  of  a  commercial  part- 
nership, and  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  tlie  partnership,  and  con- 
veyed to  one  of  the  partners,  although  he  will  have  the  legal 
interest,  the  estate  will,  in  equity,  be  converted  into  personalty, 
and  his  widow  will  not,  therefore,  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  his 
share.  So  if  in  such  a  case  the  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  partners 
as  tenants  in  common,  their  widows  have  no  right  to  be  endowed 
out  of  their  respective  shares.  {Thornton  v.  Dixon,  3  Bro.  O.  O. 
19.  Ripley  v.  Waterworth^  7  Ves.  R.  425.)  It  was  formerly ' 
doubtful  whether,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  between  the 
partners,  that  real  estate  purchased  with  partnership  funds,  should 
be  sold  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  the  circumstance  that 
the  land  was  bought  for  the  purposes  of  the  partnership  would  con- 
vert it  into  personalty  as  between  the  representatives  of  a  partner. 
But  it  now  seems  to  be  well  settled  that  real  estate  purchased  witl^ 
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partnership  property  for  partnership  purposes,  is  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  to  be  considered  as  personalty,  and  therefore  the  wives  of 
the  partners  have  no  right  of  dower  in  such  lands.  {Selkrig  v. 
Davies^  2  Dow.  JS.  242.  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  1  Mylne  cfe  KeerCs 
Ck  E.  649.  Hale  v.  Plummer,  6  Ind.  R.  121.  GdUbraith  r. 
Gedge,  16  B.  Mon.  H,  634.)  But  the  land  will  not  become  per- 
sonalty unless  it  is  purchased  for  the  purposes  of  the  partnership 
trade.  {RandaU  v.  Handallj  7  Sim.  B.  271.)  Nor  will  it  become 
personalty,  if,  although  used  for  partnership  property,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  it  should  be  sold  for  the  purposes  of  the  partnership, 
unless  it  has  been  treated  by  the  partners  as  partnenship  property. 
{Cookson  V.  Cookson,  8  Sim.  B.  529.  Houghton  v.  Hoiighton,  II 
ib.  491.)  In  one  case  where  real  estate  was  purchased  for  the 
purposes  of  a  partnerehip,  and  paid  for  out  of  joint  effects,  but  by 
the  agreement  between  the  partners,  it  was  to  become  the  separate 
property  of  one  of  them,' to  whom  it  was  conveyed,  and  he  was  to 
be  a  debtor  to  the  partnership  for  the  purchase-money,  his  wife  was 
held  entitled  to  dower  of  the  whole.  {Smith  v.  Smithy  5  Ves.  li. 
189.    And  vide  Gre^w  v.  Greene,  1  Ohio  B.  244.) 

It  may  be  affirmed  that  estates  held  by  partners  may  or  may  not 
be  liable  to  dower,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  case. 
"Whenever  real  estate  is  purchased  as  part  of  the  capital,  whether 
by  the  form  of  the  conveyance  the  legal  estate  vests  in  them  as 
joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  it  vests  in  them  and  their 
respective  heirs  in  trust  for  the  purposes  of  the  partnership,  until 
those  purposes  are  accomplished.  Until  then,  the  land  has  in 
equity  all  the  attributes  of  personal  property,  held  in  partnerahip 
and  in  trust ;  and  the  widow  of  a  deceased  partner  cannot  have 
dower  until  the  claims  of  the  partnership  creditors  and  of  thesiu^ 
viving  partner  are  adjusted  and  settled.  (1  Greerd.  Cruise,  180. 
Dye7'  V.  Clark,  4  Met.  B.  562,  579,  580.  Sigoumey  v.  Munn,  7 
Conn.  B.  11.  Hoxie  v.  Carr,  1  Sumner*s  B.  173.  Cratoshay  v. 
Maule,  1  Swanst.  B.  495,  522.  Broom  v.  Broom,  3  Mylne  & 
'Keen's  B.  443.) 

§  389.  It  may  happen  from  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the 
different  kinds  of  remedies  given  for  the  recovery  of  it,  that  it  will 
be  considered  either  a  real  or  a  personal  inheritance,  at  the  election 
of  the  heir,  so  as  to  place  the  widow's  right  of  dower  in  liis  power. 
The  right  to  dower  may  also  depend  on  the  election  of  a  third 
person.    K,  previously  to  the  title  of  dower  attaching,  the  husband 
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has  by  contract  given  to  the  tenant  of  another  the  option  of  pur^ 
chasing  the  ^tate,  the  exercise  of  that  option  either  before  or  after 
the  husband's  death,  will,  at  common  law,  convert  the  estate  into 
personalty,  and  defeat  the  widow's  right  to  endowment.  {Towvley 
V.  BidweUj  14  Ves.  M,  591.)  The  widow  is  prima  facie  entitled 
to  be  endowed  of  a  rent-charge ;  but  if,  before  distress  and  avowry 
made,  her  husband  die,  and  the  heir  brings  his  writ  of  annuity  and 
recovers  judgment  in  it,  or  proceed  no  further  than  filing  a  decla- 
ration, the  heir's  election  is  barred  and  the  rent-charge  will  be 
converted  into  a  mere  personal  annuity,  in  which  the  widow  can- 
not claim  dower,  for  the  lands  are  forever  discharged  from  the  real 
remedy  by  distress.  These  are  examples  when  the  widow's  right 
to  endowment  is  sometimes  in  the  power  of  the  heir  or  a  third 
person.    {Co,  Litt  144,  145.) 

When  the  husband  has  exchanged  lands,  the  wife  will  not  be 
dowable  both  of  the  lands  given  and  taken  in  exchange,  but  she 
will  be  permitted  to  elect  out  of  one  of  the  two  estates,  because 
her  husband  was  seised  of  both  during  coverture.  {Co.  LUL  31, 
1  Greerd.  Cruise^  163.  BuUer^a  case,  3  Leon,  B.  271.  1  Washb. 
Heal  Prop.  U9>,  %  n.) 

The  doctrine  of  the  common  law  in  regard  to  the  exchange  of 
lands  does  not  prevail  in  all  of  the  American  States.  Indeed  the 
rule  in  a  majority  of  the  states  is  that  when  lands  are  exchanged, 
both  parties  are  regarded  as  ordinary  purchasers,  and  in  such  case, 
of  course,  the  widow's  right  of  dower  attaches  to  both  the  land 
conveyed  and  the  land  received  in  exchange.  ( Vide  1  Scribner  on 
Dower,  272.  .Cass  v.  Thompson,  1  N.  II.  R.  65.)  The  common 
law  rule  upon  the  subject  is  recognized  in  the  States  of  New  York, 
Wisconsin,  Arkansas,  Michigan,  Illinois,  Kentucky,  Minnesota, 
and  Oregon,  and  perhaps  in  some  others,  in  all  of  which  the  right 
of  dower  is  limited,  upon  the  exchange  of  lands,  to  the  estate  in 
only  one  parcel,  to  be  elected  by  the  widow.  The  rule  of  the 
common  law  upon  the  subject  also  prevails  in  the  District  of 
Golarabia.    (  Vide  the  statutes  of  the  several  states.) 

It  is  important,  however,  in  this  connection,  to  understand  the 
meaning  of  an  exchange  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term.  An 
exchange  is  defined  by  Blackstone  to  be  "  a  mutual  gi'ant  of  equal 
interests,  the  one  in  consideration  of  the  other.  *  *  *  The 
estates  exchanged  must  be  equal  in  quantity,  not  of  val'iiey  for  that 
is  Immaterial,  but  of  interest,  as  fee  simple  for  fee  simple,  a  lease 
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for  twenty  years  for  a  lease  for  twenty  years,  and  the  like."  (2 
Black.  Com,  223.)  And  when  tlie  common  law  rule  is  adopted  by 
the  statute  of  any  state,  the  conclusion  is  that  it  was  adopted  with 
reference  to  the  common  law  definition  of  this  species  of  conveyance. 
(  Wilcox  V.  BandaU,  7  Barb,  B.  638,  639.) 

But  if,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  division  of  lands  held  in 
common  by  two  or  more  parties  is  purposely  made  in  unequal 
parts,  the  widow  will  not  be  limited  in  her  right  of  dower  to  the 
part  which  was  released  to  her  husband.  {Mosher  v.  Mother^  38 
Maine  B.  412.) 

§  390.  If,  at  common  law,  the  husband  seised  of  a  rent-chai^  in 
fee,  purchase  the  inheritance  of  the  lands  out  of  which  the  rent 
issues,  his  widow  must  elect  of  which  she  will  be  endowed.  And 
if  the  husband  make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  reserving  a  rent,  she  must 
elect  to  be  endowed  either  of  the  lands  or  of  the  rent ;  and  if  she 
make  a  choice  of  the  former,  she  will  hold  them  dischai*ged  of  the 
latter.  {Perkins  on  Conveyanchig^  §§  320,  324.) 
.  As  tlie  period  for  the  wife  to  make  her  election  in  these  cases  is 
at  her  husband's  death,  and  not  sooner,  it  lias  been  determined 
that  if  she  and  her  husband  exchange  her  lands  for  others,  and 
then  they  convey  away  by  deed  and  fine  the  lands  taken  in 
exchange,  she  will  nevertheless  be  at  liberty  to  enter  upon  her 
own  estate  after  'her  husband's  death.  {Anonymous^  1  Leon.  li. 
285.)  But  this  would  not  be  the  case  if  the  lands  exchanged  were 
conveyed  in  the  manner  by  which  the  separate  lands  of  a  wife 
may  be  legally  transferred. 

If  the  husband  were  seised  in  fee,  and  conveyed  away  the  estate, 
and  then  took  it  back  again  in  fee  or  in  tail,  the  widow  may  elect 
whether  she  will  be  endowed  upon  the  first  or  second  seisin,  the 
exercise  of  which  may  be  of  material  consequence  to  her.  {Co. 
LiM.  83.)  But  the  right  of  election  hereinbefore  noticed,  has  no 
application  at  the  present  day  in  England,  for  the  reason  that  by 
statute,  no  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  out  of  any  land  which  shall 
have  been  absolutely  disposed  of  by  her  husband  in  his  life-time  or 
by  his  will.  (3  onrf  4  WiUiam  IV,  ch.  105,  §  14.)  The  dower  of 
the  wife  is  therefore  defeated  by  Iier  husband's  alienation,  and  in 
several  of  the  American  States  it  is  necessary  that  the  husband  di$ 
seised  of  the  lands  in  order  that  dower  may  attach.  This  is  the 
rule  in  Connecticut, Vermont,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  Georps> 
Mississippi,  New  Hampshire^  and  possibly  in  some  others,  although 
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it  is  qnite  certain  that  in  most  of  the  remaining  states  the  rule  of 
the  common  law,  that  seisin  during  coverture  is  sufficient,  is  still 
retained. 

§  391.  In  some  of  the  states  the  law  expressly  excludes  wild  and 
nncultivated  lands  from  the  operation  of  dower.  Thus,  in  the 
State  of  Massachusetts  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  ^^  a  widow 
shall  not  be  endowed  of  wild  lands  of  which  her  husband  shall  die 
seised,  nor  of  wild  lands  conveyed  by  him,  although  they  should 
be  afterward  cleared ;  but  this  shall  not  bar  her  right  of  dower  in 
any  wood  lot,  or  other  land  used  with  the  farm  or  dwelling-house, 
although  such  wood  lot  or  other  land  should  never  have  been 
cleared."    {Gm.  Stat.  1860,  ch.  90,  §  12.) 

Upon  this  subject,  Chief  Justice  Parker  said,  in  one  case  before 
the  supreme  judicial  court :  '^  By  the  common  law,  the  wido^  is 
dowable  of  all  the  real  estate  of  which  her  husband  was  seised 
during  coverture,  with  the  exception  only  of  a  castle  erected  for 
public  defense,  of  a  common  in  gross,  and  some  other  kinds  of 
estate  not  known  in  this  country.  The  question  whether  forests, 
parks,  and  other  property  of  a  similar  nature,  are  also  exceptions, 
seems  never  to  have  occurred ;  probably  because  there  is  no  instance 
in  Glreat  Britain  of  any  such  property  held  separately  and  distinct 
from  improved  and  cultivated  estates.  In  this  country,  on  the 
contrary,  there  are  many  large  tracts  of  uncultivated  territory 
owned  by  individuals  who  have  no  intention  of  reducing  them  to 
a  state  of  improvement,  but  consider  them  rather  the  subject  of 
speculation  and  sale,  or  as  a  future  fund  for  .their  prosperity, 
increasing  in  value  with  the  population  and  improvements  of  the 
country.  If  dower  could  be  assigned  in  estates  of  this  nature, 
the  views  of  those  who  purchase  such  property  would  be  obstructed ; 
and  an  impediment  to  their  transfer  would  be  created,  and  in 
many  instances  the  inheritance .  would  be  prejudiced  without  any 
actual  advantage  to  the  widow,  to  whom  the  dower  might  be 
assigned.  For,  according  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  her 
estate  would  be  forfeited  if  she  were  to  cut  down  any  of  the  trees 
yaluable  as  limber.  It  would  seem,  too,  that  the  mere  change  of 
the  property  from  wilderness  to  arable  or  pasture  land,  by  cutting 
down  the  wood  and  clearing  up  the  land,  might  be  considered 
waste ;  for  the  alteration  of  the  property  even  if  it  became  thereby 
valuable  would  subject  the  estate  in  dower  to  forfeiture;  the  heir 
having  a  right  to  the  inheritance  in  the  same  character  it  was  left 
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by  the  ancestor.  *  *  There  would  eeem,  then,  to  be  no  reason 
for  allowing  dower  to  the  widow  in  property  of  this  kind.  If  she 
did  not  imprpve  the  land,  the  dower  would  be  wholly  useless;  if 
she  did  improve  it  she  would  be  exposed  to  disputes  with  the  heir, 
and  to  the  forfeiture  of  her  estate  after  having  expended  her  sub- 
stance upon  it.  *  *  Upon  the  whole,  seeing  no  possible  benefit 
to  the  widow  from  an  assignment  of  dower  in  such  property ;  and, 
on  the  contrary,  believing  that  it  would  operate  as  a  clog  upon 
estates  designed  to  be  the  subject  of  transfer ;  and  finding  that  the 
principles  upon  which  the  estate  of  dower  rests  at  common  law 
are  not  applicable  to  a  case  of  the  kind  before  us,  we  feel  con- 
strained to  say  that  the  demandant  cannot  sustaia  her  action." 
{Conner  v.  Sh&pherd^  15  Ma^.  R.  164.*) 

It  has  also  been  held  that  the  widow  is  not  dowable  of  lands 
which  were  alienated  by  the  husband  wlien  they  were  in  a  state  of 
nature,  thougli  at  the  time  of  his  death  were  cultivated  and  made 
tillable  as  a  farm,  but  altogether  by  the  labor  of  the  grantee  of 
the  husband  or  those  who  claimed  under  him.  (  TT^^tJ  v.  TovmKndy 
X  Pick.  E.  21.) 

•  But  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  woodlatrd  which  is  used 
as  an  appendage  to  the  dwelling-house  and  cultivated  land,  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  fuel  and  timber  for  repairs.  ( White  v.  WiUi^ 
7  Pick.  R.  193.  Shatiuck  v.  Gregg,  23  ih.  88.  But  vide  WhiU  v. 
Cutler,  17  ib.  248.) 

In  the  State  of  Maine  the  same  rule  prevails  upon  this  subject 
as  in 'Massachusetts:  the  statute  is  precisely  similar,  and  die 
authorities,  so  far  as  the  question  has  been  involved  in  the  cases, 
agree  in  all  respects  with  the  decisions  of  the  Massachusetts  courts, 
(i?. /X  1867,  <?A.  103,  §  2.  Masher  v.  Moeher^^Shep.  R^ll.  Dur- 
ha/ra  v.  Angier,  20  Maine  R.  242.  Khun  v.  Kaier,  2  Shep.  R.  409. 
Stevens  v.  Owen,  12  ib.  94.)  And  in  the  State  of  New  Hampshire 
the  statute  upon  the  subject  is  substantially  the  same  as  the 
statutes  of  Massachusetts  and  Maine.  {Comp.  Laws  of  1853,  ck, 
176,  §§  4,  6.    Vide  Johnson  v.  Perley,  2  N.  H.  R.  56.) 

§  392.  In  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  remaining  states,  where  the 
right  of  dower  has  not  been  abolished  by  statute,  dower  is  allowed 
in  all  the  lands  of  the  Jiusband,  whether  in  a  state  of  nature  or 
improyed.  ^  In  a  case  before  the  courts  of  Virginia,  Judge  Boane 
said :  ^^  In  considering  what  is  waste  in  this  country,  it  is  to  be 
remarked  that  the  conamon  law,  by  which  it  is  r^nlated,  adapts 
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itself  in  this,  as  in  other  cases,  to  the  varied  situation  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  country.  That  cannot  be  waste,  for  exstmple, 
in  an  entire  woodland  country  which  would  be  so  in.  a  cleared  one. 
The  contrary  doctrine  would  starve  a  widow,  for  example,  who 
could  not  subsist  without  cultivating  her  dower  land,  nor  cultivate 
it  T^ithout  felling  the  timber.  A  clearing  of  the  land  in  such  cir- 
cumstances would  not  be  a  lasting  damage  to  the*  inheritance,  nor 
a  disinherison  of  him  in  the  remainder,  which  is  the  true  definition 
of  waste.  It  would,  on  the  contrary,  be  beneficial."  {Findlay  v. 
Smithy  6  Munf,  R.  134.  Vide  also  Macauley  v.  Dismal  Swamp 
Company^  2  Mohinaon^s  R.  607.) 

In  an  early  case  in  Ohio,  in  which  the  question  was  presented, 
tlie  court  said :  '*  The  second  question  in  what  seems  to  the  court  the 
appropriate  order  for  considering  the  points  in  the  case  is,  can 
the  widow  claim  to  be  endowed  of  lands  lying  wild  and  uncleared 
of  timber,  during  the  husband's  seisin,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
alienation  {  This  question  is  raised  upon  a  technical  nicety  of  the 
common  law.  One  of  the  incidents  attached  to  a  dower  estate  is 
its  forfeiture  for  waste,  and  a  prominent  act  of  waste  is  converting 
woodland  into  arable.  Thus,  it  is  argued,  dower  in  wild  land  is 
a  useless  property.  It  can  be  of  no  value  to  the  widow  in  its  wild 
state,  and  it  cannot  be  reduced  to  cultivation  without  forfeiting  the 
estate  itself.  This  argument  is  too  subtle  to  be  received  as  premises 
for  the  conclusion  it  seeks  to  enforce.  The  common  law  doctrine  of 
waste  has  never  been  recognized  in  Ohio,  either  as  an  incident 
of  title,  or  as  affording  a  remedy  for  wrong."  {AUen  v.  McCoy ^  8 
Ohio  R.  418.)  This  is  still  the  doctrine  in  the  State  of  Ohio. 
And  the  same  doctrine  prevails,  certainly,  in  the  States  of  New 
York,  Michigan,  Illinois,  Kentucky  and  Georgia,  and,  with  some 
little  qualification,  in  Ehode  Island,  Pennsylvania,  North  Carolina, 
and  Tennessee.  ( Vide  Walker  v.  Schuyler^  10 .  Wend,  R,  480. 
Oampbellj  Appellant^  2  Doug.  [Mich,']  R.  141.  Schnebly  r. 
Schneblyy  26  lU,  R,  116.  Hichnan  v.  Irvine^  3  Dands  \Ky^  R. 
121.  Chapman  v.  Shroeder^  10  Geo.  R.  821.  Pvh.  Laws  of  R.  I. 
1844,  jp.  188,  §  2.  Haatinga  v.  CnmcTdeton^  3  Yeate^  \Penn^  R. 
261.  BaUantine  v.  Poyner^  2  Hayw.  [If.  C]  R.  110.  Parkins 
V.  Cba?,  Ih.  339.  Wilson  v.  Smithy  5  Yerg.  [Tenn.]  R.  379.  And 
vide  Conibea  v.  Yotmg,  4  ib.  218.     Owen  v.  Hyde^  6  ih.  334:) 

Mr.  Scribner  says  upon  this  question :  ^'  In  the  absence  of  any 
express  legislation  on  the  subject,  the  question  whether  a  widow 
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is  dowable  of  wild  lands,  depends  very  mnch  npon  the  extent  to 
which  the  courts  have  gone  in  adopting  the  rigid  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law  respecting  the  doctrine  of  waste.  In  several  of  the  older 
states  the  common  law  is  held  to  be  in  force.  In  others,  and  per- 
haps in  a  majority  of  them,  the  strict  rule  obtaining  in  a  highly 
cultivated  country  like  England,  is  considered  inapplicable  in  a 
comparatively  new  and  unsettled  country  Kke  ours,  and  is  there- 
fore received  with  such  modification  as  properly  adapts  it  to  the 
condition  of  things  existing  with  us.  And  it  may  be  here  stated 
as  a  general  principle,  that  in  those  states  where  a  tenant  for  life  is 
authorized,  either  by  express  statute,  or  by  a  judicial  exposition  of 
the  law  of  waste,  to  clear  a  reasonable  proportion  of  wild  lands 
and  fit  them  for  cultivation,  a  widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed  of 
Buch  lands,  and  to  exercise  therein  all  the  rights  and  privileges 
commonly  permitted  to  tenants  for  life."  (1  Soribner  on  Dow.  202, 
oUing  1  BiUiard's  Heal  Prop.  2d  ed.  141,  §  22.) 

It  has  been  held  in  New  York  and  Virginia,  however,  that,  as  a 
general  rule,  when  the  lands  are  alienated  by  the  husband  in  his 
life-time,  the  widow's  dower  is  assigned  according  to  the  value  of 
the  lands  at  the  time  of  alienation,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  husband,  unless  the  lands  have  decreased  in  value  since  the 
alienation.  (  Vide  Tod  v.  Baylor^  4  LeigVe  R.  493.  Ilumpkrey  v. 
Phinney^  2  Johns.  P.  484.  Dorchester  v.  Coventry^  11  ib.  510. 
Walker  v.  Schuyler,  10  Wend.  R.  480.  Dibble  v.  Clapp,  31  Haw.  Pr. 
R.  420.)  But  in  other  states  it  is  held,  on  the  contrary,  that  when  the 
land  has  increased  in  value,  not  by  the  labors  of  the  heir^  or  of 
the  purchaser,  but  from  extrinsic  and  collateral  causes,  as  the  increas- 
ing prosperity  of  the  country,  the  erection  of  manufactories  or  other 
improvements  in  the  neighborhood,  the  wife  shall  have  the  benefit 
of  such  increased  value,  or,  in  other  words,  the  value  at  the  time 
of  allotment,  excluding  the  purchaser'^e  improvements,  and  such 
seems  to  be  the  current  of  authority  on  the  subject.  (  Vide  Dun- 
seth  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  6  Ohio  R.  76.  AUen  v.  MeCoy^  8 
a.  418.  Dashill  v.  Collier,  ^  J.  J.  Marsh.  R.  603.  Taylor  v. 
Broderic,  1  Dana's  R.  348.  Laxoson  v.  Morton,  6  ih.  471.  Smith 
V.  Addleman,  5  Blackf.  R.  406.  Green  v.  Tennant,  2  Barring.  P. 
336.  Mosher  v.  Mosher,  15  Maine  P.  371.  Gore  v.  Brasier,  3 
Mass.  P.  544.  Powell  v.  Mons.  cfc  Brim.  Man.  Co.  3  MoMnCs 
R.  374,  375.  Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  <&  Pawle's  P.  289. 
Shirtz  V.  ShirtZj  5    WaU's  P.  255.)    But  in  New  York  and 
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Virginia,  the  opposite  rule  has  been  adopted,  and  the  widow  is  con- 
fined strictly  to  the  value,  at  the  time  of  alienation. 

§  393.  In  ca^es  of  partition  of  lands  held  in  common,  the  statutes 

of  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  states,  prescribe  the  form  and  eifect  of  all  of 

the  proceedings,  and  as  a  general  rule  it  may  be  affirmed,  that  the 

widow's  dower  attaches  to  the  fihare  allotted  to  her  husband, 

the  same  as  in  cases  of  an  exchange  of  lands.      Partition  of  an 

estate  owned  by  tenants  in  common  may  be  made  by  deeds  of 

release  as  well  as  by  deeds  of  partition,  and  by  process  of  law. 

Where  a  simple  partition  of  a  common  estate  is  made,  the  right  of 

the  widow  of  each  tenant  to  claim  dower,  may  well  be  restricted 

to  the  share  assigned  or  conveyed  to  her  husband.    That  must  be 

presumed  to  have  been  of  equal  value  to  the  husband's  share  of  the 

whole  estate.    If  partition  be  not  made  by  assigning  or  conveying 

to  each  his  own  share,  and  the  estate  is  conveyed  in  unequal  shares 

of  unequal  values,  and  especially  when  other  considerations  beside 

that  of  a  division  of  the  common  estate  occasion  the  conveyances, 

no  principle  is  perceived,  or  authority  found,  limiting  the  right  of 

the  widow  to  a  claim  of  dower  only  in  the  portion  conveyed  to  her 

husband.    ( Vide  Mosher  v.  MosheTy  Z^  Maine  E.  412.)    But  when 

lands  held  in  common  are  legally  partitioned  by  proceedings  at 

law  or  in  equity,  or  by  equal  partition  deeds  between  the  parties, 

the  wife's  dower  attaches  only  to  the  husband's  share  in  severalty ; 

though  in  cases  of  legal  partition  the  wife  should  be  made  a  party 

to  the  proceedings.     {Potter  v.  Wheeler ^  13  Mom.  R.  604.    Lloyd 

V.  Conoverj  1  Dutch,  H,  47.    But  vide  Lee  v.  Limddl^  2  Missouri 

R.  202,  206.)    However,  if  the  tenant  in  common  conveys  his 

interest,  and  the  grantee  in  the  life-time  of  the  husband  obtains 

partition  of  the  lands,  the  dower  of  the  wife  will  be  assigned  as 

though  no  partition  had  been  made.     {Rank  v.  Hanna^  6  Ind.  R. 

20.)    Partition  of  lands  among  co-devisees  does  not  deprive  the 

wife  of  one  of  the  devisees  of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  a 

parcel  set  off  to  another,  though  equity  will  make  all  contribute 

to  make  the  latter  good.    (  Walker  v.  ffall,  15  Ohio  St,  R.  355.) 

§  394.  In  case  the  joint  property  cannot  be  divided  or  partitioned 
without  great  prejudice  to  the  owners,  or  from  its  situation  it  can- 
not be  consistently  divided  into  the  requisite  number  of  equal 
parts,  the  property  has  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided  among 
the  parties ;  and  a  sale  made  in  conformity  to  the  statute,  divests 
the  contingent  right  of  dower  of  the  wife  of  a  co-tenant^  and 


540  LAW  OF  COVERTURE. 

passes  the  entire  estate  absolutely  to  the  purchaser.    In  such  a 
case,  however,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  under  whose  direction 
the  sale  is  made,  to  require  a  proper  portion  of  the  husband's  share 
of  the  money  to  be  safely  invested  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  in 
case  she  survives  her  husband,  and  her  right  of  dower  becomes  abso- 
lute.    {Jackson  v.  Edwards^  7  faig^%  Ch.  JS,  391.     Wilkinson  v. 
Parish^  3  ib.  653.    Zee  v.  LindeU^  2  Mo.  H,  202.    Weaver  v.  Gregg, 
6  Ohio  St.  R.  547.    BarOM  v.  Van  Zcmdt,  4  Sand.  Oh.  R.  396.) 
But  this  may  depend  upon  the  terms  of  the  statute  under  which 
the  sale  of  the  land  is  made.    (  Vide  Warren  v.  TwUley^  10  Md. 
R.  39.)    The  question,  under  the  New  York  statute,  was  for  some 
time  in  doubt ;  and  in  one  case  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  the 
husband  in  subjecting  his  wife  to  a  partition  suit,  nor  a  judgment 
or  decree  rendered  therein  without  her  assent  evidenced  in  the 
manner  pointed  out  by  law,  did  not  have  the  efiFect  of  barring  her 
right  of  dower.    {Matthews  v.  Matthews^  1  JEdw.  Oh.  R.  565.) 
But  the  question  is  now  settled  in  New  York  the  other  way.    Iji 
the  first  case  before  the  chancellor  invx)lving  the  question,  he 
reasoned  tlius :  "  That  it  was  the  intention  of  the  revisers  to  enable 
the  courts  to  give  to  a  purchaser  under  the  judgment  or  decree, 
where  a  sale- of  tlie  premises  was  found  to  be  necessary,  a  perfect 
title  as  against  every  portion  or  contingent  interest  in  any  undi- 
vided share  of  the  property,  is  evident  from  the  note  which  they 
appended  to  the  new  provisions  introduced  by  them  in  i-elation  to 
incumbrances  on  such  shares.    Indeed,  without  such  a  power,  it 
would  be  very  difficult  to  make  the  partition  equal  in  the  case  of  a 
sale,  as  a  contingent  right  of  dower  or  other  defect  in  tlie  title  as 
to  one  share  in  the  property  must,  upon  a  sale,  necessarily  diminish 
the.  amount  bid  for  all  the  shares  collectively.    The  same  diffi- 
culty, therefore,  would  exist  in  determining  the  value  of  a  wife's 
inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  undivided  share  of  her  husband,  for 
the  purpose  of  dividing  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  among  the  difierent 
tenants  in  common  according  to  equity,  as  is  apprehended  by  the 
counsel  to  exist  in  making  a  suitable  provision  for  this  contingent 
right  of  the  wife,  out  of  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  of  her  husband's 
share  of  the  sale,  if  she  chose  to  insist  ^ipon  her  right  to  such  a 
provision.    And,  in  addition  to  that,  the  fact  that  the  title  in  the 
hands  of  the  purchaser  would  be  incumbered  with  a  contingent 
right  of  dower  of  a  feme-covert^  in  an  undivided  share  of  the 
premises,  which  might  subject  the  owner  to  future  expense  and 
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litigation,  wonld  diminiBh  the  value  of  the  property  in  the  hands 
of  the  purchaser  to  more  than  double  the  actual  value  of  such  con- 
tingent right."  {Jackson  v.  Edwards^  7  Paige^a.Ch.  li.  391,  406, 
407.)  But  the  case  was  carried  by  appeal  to  the  court  of  errors, 
where  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  unanimously  alBrrued, 
without,  however,  passing  upon  the  question  whether  the  inchoate 
right  of  dower  of  the  wife  would  be  barred  by  a  sale  of  the  lands 
in  a  partition  suit,  as  argued  by  the  chancellor.  Judge  Bronson, 
who  delivered  one  of  the  opinions  of  the  court,  doubted  whether 
the  wife  would  be  barred,  and  questioned  the  authority  of  the 
oonrt  to  direct  investments  for  her  indemnity;  while  Senator  Ver- 
planck,  who  delivered  the^  other  opinion,  concurred  in  the  views 
of  the  chancellor.  {Jackson  v.  Edwards^  22  Wend.  R,  498.)  But 
the  law  is  now  well  settled  in  New  York  that  when  the  joint 
premises  cannot  be  partitioned  without  great  prejudice  to  the 
owner,  so  that  a  sale  becomes  necessary,  the  purchaser  will  hold 
tlie  land  purchased  by  him,  free  and  discharged  from  the  dower 
interest,  provided  the  doweress  has  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit. 
{Tanner  v.  Mies,  1  Barb.  li.  560.) 

In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  decided  to  be  elementary  law  in 
that  state,  that  the  dower  interest  a  widow  has  in  her  husband's 
lands  is  not  changed  into  personalty  by  proceedings  in  partition, 
but  that  it  retaiijis  its  character  of  realty.  {Manor*s  appeal,  51 
I^enn.  R.  375.) 

§  395.  When  the  lands  of  the  husband  are  mortgaged  in  fee 
before  the  marriage,  or  by  the  husband  and  wife  after  the  marriage, 
the  legal  estate  is  regarded  as  still  in  the  mortgagor,  as  to  all  per- 
sons except  the  mortgagee  and  his  assigns ;  and  therefore  the  wife 
is  held  dowable  in  the  lands  mortgaged.  The  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  such  lands,  before  entry  or  foreclosure,  is  equivalent  to  the 
estate  in  fee,  descendible  by  inheritance,  devisable  by  will  and 
alienable  by  deed.  The  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  therefore  in 
an  equity  of  redemption,  as  well  when  the  mortgage  was  executed 
before  marriage,  as  when  it  is  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife 
during  coverture.  And  as  against  the  mortgagee  and  those  claim-  * 
ing  under  him,  she  is  entitled  in  equity  to  redeem,  upon  payment 
of  the  mortgage  debt.  No  act,  deed,  or  conveyance  of  the  husband 
or  judgment  or  decree  confessed  by  or  recovered  'against  liiin,  will 
prejudice  the  wife's  right  of  dower.  A  purchaser  under  a  decree 
of  foreclosure  and  sale  in  equity,  in  the  life-time  of  the  husband, 
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when  the  wife  is  not  made  a  party,  takes  the  estate  sabject  to  her 
equity  of  redemption.     In  order  to  bar  her  right  to  redeem  she  is 
a  necessary  party  to  the  foreclosure  suit ;  and  then  if  there  are 
surplus  moneys  in  court  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  she  is  entitled,  as  against  judgment  creditors,  to  have 
the  amount  of  her  dower,  being,  in  New  York,  one-third,  invested 
for  her  benefit  and  kept  invested  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself 
and  her  husband,  and  during  her  own  liie  in  case  of  her  surviving 
her  husband,  as  and  for  her  dower  in  such  surplus  money.     This 
is  upon  the  assumption  that  land  has  been  sold  in  which  the  wife 
had  a  l^al  interest  which  was  not  required  to  pay  the  mortgage 
debt,  and  therefore  upon  the  principle  of  equitable  conversion,  the 
proceeds,  so  far  as  it  respects  her,  must  be  regarded  as  real  estate. 
{Benton  v.  Nanny,  8  Barb.  R.  618,  623,  624,  626.     VaHie  v. 
Underwood,  18  ib,  561,  564.    MiUa  v.  Van  Voorhis,  23  ib.  125. 
S.  a  20  iT.  T.  JS,  412,  416.     Vide  also  TU^^e  v.  NeOwn^h 
Johns.   Ch.  i2.  452.    Newton  v.  CoohA  Oray^s  jB.  46.    Belly. 
The  Mayor  of  New  York,  10  Paiges  Ch.  U.  49.     Lewis  v.  Smiik^ 
11  Barb.  R.  162.    Smith  v.  Eustis,  7  Greenl.  JR.  41.     CarU  v. 
Bulman,  lb.  102.     Cass  v.  Martin,  6  N.  H.  R.  25.    Van  Vronler 
V.  Eastman,  7  Met.  R.  157.     Walker  v.  Griswold,  6  Pick.  R.  416. 
Maacubbin  y.  CromweU,  2  JSarr.  dk  QiJUHs  R.  243.) 

The  right  of  the  wife  to  redeem  the  mortgaged  premises  from  the 
incumbrance  of  the  mortgage,  and  thus  entitle  herself  to  dower  as 
against  the  mortgagee,  is  now  universally  recognized  in  the  Ameri- 
can States.  In  a  very  early  case,  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  in  discussing  this 
subject,  says :  *'  If  it  should  be  for  the  interest  of  the  wife,  as  in  some 
cases  it  may  be,  to  redeem  the  estate,  there  can  be  no  good  reason 
why  she  should  not  enjoy  an  estate,  which,  but  for  an  incumbrance 
which  she  has  removed,  would  always  be  subject  to  her  claim." 
BoUon  V.  Ballard,  13  Mass.  R.  227.)  And  this  doctrine  is  most 
clearly  recognized  in  a  large  number  of  cases  decided  by  the  Massa- 
chusetts courts.  (  Vide  Snow  v.  Stevens,  15  Mass.  R.  278.  Peabodjf 
V.  Patten,  2  Pick:  R.  51 7, 519.  Gibson  v.  Cuhon,  5  ib.  146.  Eatan  v. 
Simons,  14  ib.  98.  Messiter  v.  Wright,  16  ib.  151,  163.  Zund 
Y.Woods,  11  Met.  R.  566.  Draper  Y.Baker,  12  Omh.  R.  2S8. 
McCahe  v.  Bellows,  7  Chray^s  R.  148.)  And  perhaps  the  general 
doctrine  is  equally  well  settled  in  most  of  the  other  states.  ( Vi(U 
Heth  V.  Cocke,  1  Rand.  R.  344,  348.  Van  Duyne  v.  Thayer,  \i 
Wend.  R.  233.    S.  C.  19  Hb.  162,    Wheder  v.  Morris,  2  Bosw.  B. 
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634.     Hossiter  v.  Cossit^  15  JT.  S".  H,  38, 43.    Hastings  v.  Stevens^ 
9  FosUt^s  R.  664.     BvHard  v.  Bowers^  10  i5.  500.    Adams  v. 
J3i«,  /J.  202.    Furman  v.  (7tor*,  3  Stockton's  CK  R.  135.     iV^e?^ 
iingharn,  v.  Calvert^  1  Carter's  [/nrf.]  i?.  627, 529.    TTa^^^w  v.  67^n- 
denin^  6  Elackf,  R,  477.    Harrow  v.  Johnson^  3  Jfd^.  [j^.]  i?.  578. 
Reed  v.  Morrison^  12  /Sferg^.  d6  Rawle's  R.  18,  21.    Matthewson  v. 
Smithy  1  AngeWs  R.  22.    Wilkins  t.  French^  20  J/ame  i?.  111. 
Campbell  v.  Knights^  24  iJ.  332.     G^a^«  t.  Fart?,  26  ii.  101, 103. 
Simonton  v.  (rray,  34  tJ.  60.  Moore  v.  Rollins.  45  iJ.  493.  Danf&iih 
V.  /SwitVA,  23  FjJ.  ^.  247.    Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  e/on^  [iT.  ^.]  ^y. 
-B.  357.    Danid  v.  Zeitchy  13  GVafe.  i?.  196.   Manly  v.  Buchanany 
1  Jl/S.  C%.  i)(^(^^».  202.    StevoaH  v.  ^<?arrf,  4  iJ.  319.    jPt^  v.  ifer- 
ckanfs  Ins,  Co.  16  -4Za.  -ff.  810.    WheaUey  v.  Callwun,  12  Leigh's 
R.  264.    Stoppdbein  v.  ^SAt^^fe,  1  ZTi/Z'*  [aSI  G]  (7A.  i?.  200.    ^^/i^- 
jranr  V.  Harller^  10  i?icA.  ^.  J?.  286.    Snyder  v.  Snyder ,  6  JficA. 
iJ.  470.)    The  doctrine  of  the  American  caaes  upon  this  subject  has 
been  carefully  extracted  by  Mr.  Scribner  and  inserted  in  his  gen- 
erally very  accurate  work  on  dower,  and  the  authorities  fully  cited, 
(1  ScriK  on  Dower^  460-466.     Vide  also  Mc Arthur  v.  McArthur^ 
16  Ohio  St.  R.  193.)    A  mortgage  fraudulently  obtained  from  a 
wife,  does  not  affect  her  inchoate  right  of  dower,  upon  the  princi- 
ple that  fraud  vitiates  every  transaction  induced  by  it.     {Connover 
V.  Porter^  14  Ohio  St.  R.  450.)    "Where  a  husband  and  wife  mort- 
gaged both  real  and  personal  estate  to  secure  a  debt,  it  was  held 
that  after  the  death  of  the  husband  the  widow  nnght  insist  upom 
having  the  personalty  first' applied  to  pay  the  debt,  in  order  to  save 
her  right  of  dower  in  the  realty.    {Harrow  v.  Johnson,  3  Met 
[.ffy.]  R.  578.)    In  all  cases  where  the  land  of  the  husband  is  held 
subject  to  a  lien,  the  wife  may  go  into  equity  to  have  the  land  sold, 
and  get  her  dower  in  the  surplus.    {Daniel  v.  Leitch,  13  Gratt.  R. 
195.) 

§  396.  It  sometimes  happens  that  the  rights  of  both  mortgagor 
and  mortgagee  meet  and  unite  in  the  same  person,  and  in  these 
cases  the  rule  is  not  uniform  as  to  the  effect  upon  the  widow's  right 
of  dower  where  the  mortgagee  becomes  himself  the  owner  of  the 
equity  of  redemption.  In  a  case  of  this  character  lately  decided 
by  the  New  Jersey  court  of  errors  and  appeals,  the  court  remarked : 
"  The  mortgagee  holding,  as  against  the  mortgagor,  the  legal  title, 
subject  only  to  the  condition  or  equity  of  redemption,  may  unite 
that  equitable  interest  to  his  legal  title,  either  by  foreclosure  or  by 
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the  voluntary  release  or  conveyance  of  the  mortgagor.    Such  union 
of  the  legal  and  equitable  estate  extinguishes,  or,  as  the  phrase  is, 
merges  the  equitable  in  the  legal  estate,  and  the  latter  becomes 
absolute.  •   The  estate  which  was  before  a  fee  simple  is  still  the 
same,  but  it  is  relieved  of  the  condition  or  equity  with  which  it 
had  been  previously  incumbered.    If  by  foreclosure,  the  condition 
is  gone  for  all  purposes,  and  the  estate  is  absohite  in  the  mortgagee. 
If  by  conveyance,  it  is  so  at  law,  and  if  the  widow  has  any  right, 
it  is  only  in  equity  to  redeem  pro  tanto.    In  such  case  the  mort- 
gagor does  not  hold  under  the  subsequent  conveyance,  but  under 
the  mortgage,  and,  the  equity  of  redemption  being  extinguished, 
his  title  is  paramount  to  the  dower  title  of  the  wife.     It  is  an 
entirely  different  case  when,  the  mortgage  having  been  discharged, 
the  tenant  can  rely  only  on  the  title  derived  from  the  husband. 
He  Who  claims  under  the  husband  by  conveyance  during  coverture 
will  hold  subject  to  the  wife's  dower.    *    *    *    It  is  difficult  to 
see  how  the  prior  or  subsequent  acquisition  of  the  legal  title  under 
the  mortgage  can  affect  the  doctrine  of  meiger.    *    *     *    The 
present  seems  to  be  the  plain  case  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
united  by  purchase  to  the  prior  legal  title  of  tlie  mortgagee,  and 
thus  extinguished  at  law."    {Thompson  v.  Boydy  2  Zabriskie^s  E. 
643.)    The  reasoning  in  this  case  appears  to  be  plausible,  but  the 
conclusion  to  which  the  court  arrived,  viz.,  that  the  wife  was 
deprived  absolutely  of  her  right  to  dower,  without  having  joined 
in  the  absolute  conveyance,  will  not  generally  be  accepted  as 
correct.     The  most  that  could  be  required  of  the  widow  in  such  a 
case  would  be  that  she  should  pay  the  full  amount  of  the  mortgage; 
probably  she  should  be  required  only  to  pay  her  due  proportion  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  when  her  right  of  dower  would  attach ;  and 
this  is  according  to  the  better  authority.     ( Vide  Van  Vronker  v. 
Eastrnan^  7  Met.  [J/aw.]  J?.  157.    Lund  v.  Woods^  11  ib.  566, 
Camphdl  V.  Knights^  24  Maine  H.  332.    Wood  v.  Wallace^  10 
Foster's  E.  384.    Snyder  v.  Snyder^  6  Mich.  li.  470.    Keith  v. 
TrapieTy  1  Bailey's  Ch.  B.  63.     Biissel  v.  Awtin^  1  Paige's  Ch. 
B.  192.    Bunya/n  v.  Stewart^  12  Barh.  B.  537.)    And  it  has  been 
held  in  New  York  that  when  the  tenant  in  possession  enters  by 
virtue  of  a  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption  from  ihe  mort- 
gagor for  purchase-mon&y,  and  then  buys  the  mortgage,  and  takes 
an  assignment  to  himself,  this  extinguishes  the  mortgage,  and  the 
widow  of  the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  her  dower,  and  that  in  snch 
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case  her  right  relates  hack  to  the  purchase  of  her  hnshand.  {Coatea 
V.  Cheever^  1  Cow.  E.  460,  479.)  But  unless  the  grantee  of  the 
husband  took  his  conveyance  subject  to  the  mortgage  in  such  a 
case,  probably  the  wife  would  be  obliged  to  contribute  her  propor- 
tion of  the  mortgage  debt  before  her  right  of  dower  would  fully 
attach. 

§  397.  As  the  husband  must  be  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  entire 
inheritance  at  some  time  during  the  marriage,  the  wife,  at  common 
law,  is  not  entitled  to  dower  of  a  reversion  or  remainder,  and  hence, 
if  the  estate  of  the  husband  be  subject  to  an  outstanding  freehold 
estate  which  remains  undetermined  during  the  coveture,  the  right 
of  dower  does  not  attach.  Tlie  freehold  and  the  inheritance  ma«t 
be  consolidated,  and  be  in  the  husband  aimul  et  aemely  ^'  at  once 
and  together,"  during  the  marriage  to  render  the  wite  dowable. 
(4  Kenfs  Com.  39.)  This  is  the  plain  language  of  text  writers, 
and  yet  there  are  authorities  which  render  the  true  doctrine  quite 
uncertain.  It  appears  that  the  courts,  in  their  leaning  in  favor  of 
and  with  a  view  of  sustaining  the  right  of  dower,  have  been  satis* 
fied  with  a  kind  of  suh  modo  union  of  the  twa  estates.  And 
accordingly  it  liod  been  deeided  that  tlie  union  will  be  r^arded  as 
sufficient  to  create  the  title  to  dower,  when  an  estate  for  vears 
intervenes  between  the  particular  estate  and  tlie  remainder.  {Bates 
V.  Baies^  1  Zd.  Raym.  li.  326.)  But  the  doctrine  is  well  settled, 
that  the  wife  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  a  vested  remainder  in  fee 
belonging  to  her  luisband,  limited  on  a  precedent  estate  for  life, 
because  tli^  husband  must  have  been  seised  in  fact  or  in  law,  in 
fee  simple,  at  some  time  during  the  coverture,  to  entitle  the  wife 
to  dower ;  the  seisin  must  be  an  actual  corporeal  seisin,  or  a  right 
to  such  seisin,  and  there  can  be  no  seisin  in  deed  or  in  law,  of  a 
vested  remainder  limited  on  a  precedent  freehold  estate. 

The  question  whether  the  interposition  of  a  contingent  estate  or 
freehold  between  a  limitation  to  the  husband  for  life  and  a  sub- 
sequent remainder  to  his  heirs  will  prevent  dower,  is  elaborately 
discussed  by  Mr.  Park,  Mr.  Scribner  and  others  who  have  treated 
specially  upon  the  subject  of  dower ;  but  it  would  be  of  little  use 
to  enter  into  this  abstruse  learning  here,  as  it  has  been  well  said 
that  "  such  recondite  points  rarely  occur."  {4:  Kent^a  Com.  40,  note 
5.)  Lord  Hale  states  the  general  doctrine  thus :  "  If  the  contin- 
gent remainder  cannot  take  effect  immediately  on  the  first 
determination  of  the  particular  estate,  whether  it  be  determined 
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by  merger  or  surrender,  or  in  any  other  way  whatsoever,  it  will 
never  vest  afterward,  though  the  particular  estate  should  come  in 
esse  again.  *  *  *  When  an  estate  in  esse  and  a  contingent 
remainder  over  to  liim  who  had  the  first  estate  in  esse  are  united 
together  by  (xne  and  t/ie  saine  conveyance,  then  the  remainder  in  esse 
is  vested  until  the  contingent  remainder  comes  in  esse,  and  then 
the  estate  shall  be  opened  and  disjoined  by  the  letting  in  of  the 
contingent  remainder,  because  they  were  all  created  tc^ether  by 
the  same  conveyance,  and  therefore  the  estates  shall  be  opened  and 
closed  as  appointed  by  the  original  conveyance ;  but  otherwise  it  is 
when  the  remainder  in  esse  comes  to  the  particular  estate  by  any 
ff7*ani  or  conveyance  made  after  the  original  conveyance,  for  then 
the  contingent  remainder  will  be  destroyed."  {Purefcy  v.  Rogers^ 
2  Sauni.  R.  380,  387.) 

"  Whenever  a  greater  estate  and  a  less  coincide  and  meet  in  the 
same  person,  without  any  intermediate  estate,  the  less  is  immediately 
annihilated;  or,  in  the  law  phrase,  is  said  to  be  merged ;  that  is, 
sunk  or  drowned  in  the  greater."  (2  Black,  Com.  177.)  In  such 
case,  the  intervening  contingent  interest  would  seem  to  inter- 
pose no  obstacle  to  the  attachment  of  dower,  Mr.  Scribner  gives 
it  as  the  result  of  the  adjudged  cases,  and  the  concurring  opinion 
of  many  of  the  writers  on  the  law  of  real  property,  "  that  wh^n  a 
contingent  estate  of  freehold  is  interposed  between  a  limitation  to 
the  husband'  for  life,  and  a  subsequent  remainder  to  his  heii^,  the 
remainder  is  executed  in  possession  in  the  tenant  for  life  sub  modo; 
or,  in  other  words,  that  the  estates  are  consolidated  or  united  until 
the  happening  of  the  contingency ;  but  with  the  qualification 
annexed  to  such  consolidation,  that  if  the  contingency  happen, 
they  shall  again  divide,  and  resume  the  character  of  several  or  dis- 
tinct estates,  so  as  to  let  in  the  estate  limited  upon  that  contingency. 
And  it  appears  to  be  the  prevailing  opinion  that  upon  this  union  of 
the  freehold  and  inheritance  sub  rnodoy  a  right  of  dower  attaches, 
subject  to  a  liability  to  be  divested  upon  the  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency, and  the  consequent  vesting  of  the  contingent  estate.'' 
(1  Scrib.  071  Dow,  227,  228.)  But  except  in  cases  of  express  statute, 
the  authorities  are  quite  uniform,  that  a  wife  is  not  entitled  to  dower 
in  a  vested  remainder  in  fee  limited  on  a  precedent  estate  for  life, 
nor  in  an  estate  in  reversion  expectant  upon  an  estate  of  freehold. 
(  Vide  Green  v.  Putnam,!  Barb.  R.  &00.  Beardslee  v.  Beardslety 
6  ib,  324,  332L    JDurando  v.  DurandOj  32  iJ.  529.    Dunham  v. 
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OAorn,  1  Paige's  CL  li.  634.  Bates'  case,  1  Salk.  H.  864. 
Edredje  v.  Forrestal^  7  Mass,  Ji,  253.  i^^i  v.  Eastman^  5  iV^.  -fl*. 
R.  240.  J/iwr<?  V.  ^5^y,  lb.  469.  Northcuit  v.  IF/ii^P,  12  ^. 
J/i)«.  ^.  65.      Weir  v.  Humphries^  4  /r^<i'.  jE^.  J?.  273.) 

§  398.  If  a  man  demise  his  estate  to  a  person  for  life,  reserving  to 
himself  and  heirs  a  rent,  and  tljen  marry,  and  die  before  the  lessee, 
his  widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  dower,  either  of  the  reversion  or  of 
the  rent ;  not  of  the  reversion,  becanse  the  husband  had  no  legal 
seisin  of  the  freehold  during  the  marriage;  nor  of  the  rent,  because 
it  partook  of  the  nature  of  the  estate  out  of  whicli  it  was  reserved, 
and  the  husband  had  only  a  freehold  interest  in  the  rent,  although 
it  might  descend  to  his  heirs.  {Darcy  v.  Blalce^  2  Sck.  db  Leff^  B. 
387.)  Bat  if  a  lease  for  years  be  made  before  the  lessor  marries, 
his  wife  will  be  endowed  of  both  the  reversion  and  the  rent  as 
incident  to  it;  provided  alwa3's  that  the  terra  expired  during 
coverture ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower 
in  rents  of  lands  leased  by  her  husband,  notwithstanding  she 
executed  a  release  to  the  lessee  of  her  dower  right;  that  such 
release  only  has  the  effect  of  a  confirmation  of  the  tenant's  estate, 
and  is  not  an  abandonment  of  her  dower  as  between  herself  and  her 
husband^s  heirs.  (  Williams  v.  Oox,  3  E'dw.  Ch.  R,  178.  Banks  v. 
Sutton^  2  P.  Wms,  B.  716.  Shrewsbury  v.  Shrewsbury^  2  Bro. 
C.  G.  120.  Tra^y  v.  Hereford^  lb,  note,  Wheailey  v.  Best^  Cro. 
Eiiz,  564.)  She  cannot,  however,  claiin  dower  in  rents  which 
accrued  after  the  death  of  her  husband.  Her  remedy  in  such  a 
case  is  against  the  heirs  for  detention  of  her  dower.  (  WiHiainr 
son  V.  Ash^  7  Ind,  R.  495.) 

The  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  of  an  estate  held  by  the  hus- 
band in  joint  tenancy,  if  he  die  before  the  other  joint  tenant, 
because  the  claim  of  the  surviving  joint  tenant  is  paramount  to 
the  widow's  title,  by  survivorship  under  the  original  conveyance. 
The  seisin  of  the  husband  must  in  all  cases  be  sole  by  the  rules  of 
the  common  law.  Littleton  states  the  rule:'  "And  it  is  to  be 
understood  that  the  wife  shall  not  be  endowed  of  lands  or  tene- 
ments which  her  husband  holdeth  jointly  with  another  at  the  tune 
of  his  death."  {Co,  Litt,  30.)  This  rule  is  imperative  and 
universal  except  in  those  states  where  the  jUs  aocrescendi  has  been 
abolished.  A  severance  of  the  jointure  by  an  act  of  the  husband 
which  at  the  same  time  passes  the  fee  of  his  moiety  will  not  entitle 
his  widow  to  dower.    {Co.  ZiU.  31  b.) 
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But  the  law  has  been  greatly  modified  in  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  estates  held  in  joint  tenancj',  and  in  several  of  the  states 
the  jiia  dccrescendi  has  been  expressly  abolished.  Thus,  the  right 
of  survivorship  is  substantially  taken  away  in  Maine,  New  Hamp- 
shire, Vermont,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  Khode  Island,  New 
York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  Maryland,  Michigan, 
Ohio,  Wisconsin,  Illinois,  Minnesota,  Iowa;  Missouri,  Mississippi, 
Tennessee,  Kentucky,  Arkansas,  Texas,  California,  Alabama, 
Georgia,  Florida,  North  Carolina  and  Virginia,  although  there  is 
occasionally  an  exception  in  cases  of  executors,  administrators  and 
the  like,  none  of  which  affect  the  question  of  dower,  and  it  is  well 
understood  that  when  the  jtis  accrescendi  is  abolished,  the  impedi- 
ment to  dower  created  by  the  common  law  of  survivorship  is  effect- 
ually removed.  ( Vide  HoVbrodk  v.  Finney^  4:  Ma^,  E,  566. 
Davie  v.  Logan^  9  Dana's  R.  185.  Weir  v.  Tate^  4  Ired.  Eq.  H. 
264.    Heed  v.  Kennedy y  2  Strohh.  B.  67.    Segrant  v.  Steinlergerj 

2  Ohio  H.  305.  Miles  v.  Fisher,  10  ib.  1.  Tabhe  r.  Wi^etnan,  2 
Ohio  St.  B.  207.  Phelps  v.  Jepson,  1  Hoofs  R.  48.)  But  the 
widows  of  tenants  in  common  or  coparceners  may  claim  dower, 
since  tenants  in  (Common  and  coparceners  have  several  inheritances 
which  descend  to  their  respective  heirs ;  so  that  a  title  to  dower 
necessarily  arises  out  of  the  seisins  of  their  hnsbands.  {Litt  §  45. 
Sutton  V.  Rolfy  3  Zevinz  R,  84.  Potter  v.  Wheeler^  13  Mass.  li. 
504.     Masher  v.  Mosher^  32  Maine  R.  412.    Wilkinson  v.  Parish^ 

3  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  653.  Totten  v.  Stnyvesant,  3  Edw.  Ch.  R.  500. 
Dolfv.  Bassetty  15  Johns.  R.  21.  Jackson  v.  Fdwards,  22  Wend. 
R.  498.    Davis  v.  Logan^  s^ipra.) 

%  399.  At  common  law  a  widow  is  'not  entitled  to  dower  of  a 
trust  estate,  for -the  reason  that  so  far  as  dower  is  a  legal  remedy, 
and  is  to  be  pursued  by  legal  remedies,  it  is  obvious  tbat  the 
estates  in,  respect  of  which  it  is  claimed,  can  be  such  only  as  hare 
existence  in  the  contemplation  of  a  court  of  law.  And  it  is  now 
well  settled  that  the  wife  of  a  trustee  is  not  dowable  in  equity  of 
the  trust  estate,  and  a  widow  was  never  allowed  dower  of  a  use. 
(  Vide  Powell  v.  Monson,  3  MasorHs  R.  347,  364,  365.  Germofid 
V.  Jones,  2  IliWs  R.  569.  Cooper  v.  Whitney,  3  ib.  101.  Cauh 
man  v.  Ball,  3  Gill  dS  Johns.  R.  398.  ^oel  v.  Jevon,  2  Freem 
R.  43.  Sevan  v.  Pope,  Ib.  71.  Stevens  v.  Smith,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  B.  64.  Small  v.  Proctor,  15  Mass.  B.  495.  Stanwood  v. 
Dunning,  2  Shep,B.  290.     Gomez  v.  Tradesmen's  Bank,  4  Sani» 
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R,  102.  Herron  v.  WUliamaon^  6  Liit  H.  250.  Law^on  v.  Mor- 
ion^ 6  Dana^s  E.  471.  Bartiett  v.  (z^?!^^,  5  jB.  JTon.  i?.  152. 
JEdinondson  v.  "R^<?Z^A,  27  -4Za.  i?,  578.  Deruah  v.  JBrown,  8  OAi^ 
^.  412.  Firestone  v.  FireaUmej  2  <?Att?  aSV.  ^.  415.  McNish  v, 
JPope,  8  -fftcA.  jEj'.  ^.  112.  Crittenden  v.  Johnson^  6  -Sjg'.  [-4rA:.] 
^.  94.  Lenox  v.  Notrebe^  1  Hemp,  JR.  251.  James  v.  liowauy  6 
/Sm«Ze*  d&  JfarM.  i?.  393.) 

But  when  the  husband  becomes  entitled  both  to  the  equitable 
estate  and  legal  fees,  the  equitable  estate  will  merge  in  the  legal, 
estate,  and  the  widow  will  be  entitled  to  dower.  {TuUey  v.  Alstorly 
3  Ves.  a.  339.  Hopkinson  v.  Dumas,  42  iV^.  H.  R.  296.  J.nrf 
vide  Jiobison  v.  Codmxin^  1  Sumn.  R.  121.  Z>^6^  v.  Mitchell^  4 
./;  «/.  iTar^A.  i?.  451.  Co^^^r  v.  Cteri^,  3  Edw.  Ch.  R.  428.) 
However,  the  union  of  tlie  legal  and  equitable  estates  must  be  per- 
fect, or  the  w^idow  will  not  be  entitled  to  her  dower.  {Knight  v. 
Knight,  4  Beav.  R.  10.  Lyster  v.  Mahoney,  4  Brury  cfe  WarrerCs 
R.  286.) 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in 
trust  estates,  and  it  is  possible  a  similar  rule  prevails  in  one  or  two 
others  of  the  American  States.  {Shoemaker  v.  Walker^  2  Serg,  dk 
Rawlis  R.  556.). 

In  many  of  the  states,  where  the  equity  of  the  husband  is  per- 
fect and  complete,  and  his  interest  is  of  such  a  character  that  if  it 
were  a  legal  estate  it  would  be  subject  to  dower  at  common  law, 
the  right  of  the  widow  to  be  endowed  thereof  is  recognized ;  and 
in  some  of  the  states  dower  is  allowed  unqualifiedly  in  equitable 
estates.  Where  the  equity  of  the  husband  is  perfect  and  couiplete, 
the  widow  has  her  dower  in  Virginia,  Kentucky,  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  Alabama  and  Mississippi,  and  in  the  District  of 
Columbia;  and  in  New  York,  Maryland,  North  Carolina,  Ohio, 
Illinois,  Iowa,  Rhode  Island,  Tennessee,  Missouri  and  Kansas, 
dower  is  allowed  in  all  equitable  estates.  (1  Scribner  on  Dower , 
384,  385,  and  authorities  th£re  cited.) 

It  is  understood  that  when  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in 
equities,  her  right  is  restricted  to  such  equitable  estates  as  the  hus- 
band held  at  the  time  of  his  decease ;  and  tlii^  is  especially  the  rule 
with  I'espect  to  equitable  interests  acquired  under  executory  con- 
tracts. (1  Scribner  on  Dower,  389.  1  Washh.  Real  Prep.  §  14.) 
The  principle  "  extends  only  to  those  cases  in  wliidi  the  equitable 
interest  of  the  husband  in  the  trust  property  continues  down  to  the 
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time  of  his  death,  so  as  to  be  inheritable  by  his  heirs.  And  if  he 
aliens  it  in  his  life-time,  the  widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  dower 
therein  as  against  the  grantee."  {Hawley  v.  James^  5  Paiges  Ch, 
a,  318,  453.)  And  this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  authorities.  {Prttti 
V.  Pitchey,  29  Penn.  JR.  71.  Purdy  v.  Purdy,  3  Md.  Ch.  Decis. 
647.  Panda  v.  KendaU^  15  Ohio  R.  671.  Wooley  v.  Magie^  26 
III.  R.  526.  Barnes  v.  Gay,  7  ClarJcea  [Icma']  R.  26.  LcMett 
V.  Hayes,  4  Allen's  R.  187, 191.  Heed  v.  Ford,  16  ^.  J[/(?n.  R, 
114.    JEdmondson  v.  Montague,  14  -4Za.  i?.  370.) 

§  400.  A  widow  is  dowable  in  lands  devised  to  her  husband  in 
fee,  although  the  estate  is  defeasible  on  his  death  without  surviving 
issue.  {Kenedy  v.  Kenedy,  5  Dutch.  R.  185.)  But  if  the  husband 
execute  a  warranty  deed  for  lands  in  which  he  has  no  title,  and 
afterward  obtains  a  patent  for  tlie  same  lands  from  the  United 
States,  and  dies,  his  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  such  lands. 
The  rule  would  probably  be  different  if  the  conveyance  byliira 
had  been  by  quitclaim  instead  of  a  warranty  deed.  ( Woolly  v. 
Magie,  26  lU.  P.  626.) 

When  buildings  are  burned  on  lands  in  which  a  widow  has  a 
dower  right,  and  the  same  are  insured,  she  is  entitled  to  her  portion 
of  the  insurance  money.   ( Campbell  v.  Murphy,  2  Jonef?  Eq.  R.  357.) 

Wheat  growing  upon  land  set  off  to  a  widow  as  her  dower, 
belongs  to  her,  and  not  to  the  heirs  of  her  husband.  {Ralston  v. 
Ralston,  3  Iowa  P.  533.)  But  grass  and  fruits  growing  at  the 
intestate's  death  go  with  the  land,  and  the  widow  is  not  entitled  to 
any  part  of  thdm  as  dower.  If,  however,  the  land  is  assigned  to 
her,  she  takes  the  whole.     {Kain  v.  Fisher,  6  JT.  Y.  P.  597.) 

The  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  land  sold  upon  execution 
during  the  year  for  redeeming.  {Russell  v,  Austin,  1  Paige's  Ch 
P.  192.) 

A  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  a  land  contract  held  by  her 
husband  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  which  he  had  paid  only  a  part 
of  the  purchase-money.  {Pritts  v.  Pitchey,  29  Penn.  P.  71.  Vide 
also  Owen  v.  Pobhins,  19  III.  P.  545.)  But  she  is  entitled  to 
dower  in  lands  paid  for  and  covenanted  to  be  conveyed  to  her 
husband.  {Thompson  v.  Thompson,  1  Jones'  [iT.  C]  R.  430. 
Peed  V.  Whii/ney,  7  Gray's  P.  533.) 

In  Kentucky  it  is  held  that  stock  in  a  railroad  company  is  real 
estate,  and  subject  to  the  widow's  right  of  dower.  {Price  v.  Price^ 
6  Dana's  P.  107.)    But  in  the  State  of  Florida  it  was  held  that 
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the  wife  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  shares  of  stock  in  a  land  com- 
pany, which  the  husband  had  disposed  of  daring  his  life.  {Mc- 
Donough  v.  Hepburn^  5  Florida  R.  568.) 

Dower  cannot  be  recovered  upon  dower,  but  this  rule  applies 
only  where  dower  has  been  actually  assigned,  and  an  outstanding 
right  of  dower  in  one  cannot  affect  the  right  of  a  widow  subse- 
quently entitled  to  dower.  A  release  by  the  former  widow  to  the 
owner  of  the  fee,  before  assignment,  operates  as  an  extinguishment 
of  her  rights.  {Elwood  v.  KlocJc^  13  Barb.  R,  50.)  And  to  an 
action  of  dower,  a  prior  right  of  dower  which  has  been  released 
to  the  tenant  without  being  enforced,  is  no  defense.  {Lea/vitt  v. 
Lamprey^  13  Pick.  i?.  382.  And  vide  Atwood  v.  Aiwoody  22 
ih.  283.) 

In  equity,  lands  agreed  to  be  turhed  into  money,  and  money  into 
lands,  are  considered  as  that  species  of  property  into  which  they 
were  agreed  to  be  converted ;  and  the  right  of  dower  is  regulated 
in  equity  by  the  nature  of  the  property  in  the  equity  view  of  it. 
(4  Kent 9  Coin.  50.  Greene  v.  Greene^  1  Ham.  [0.]  R.  538. 
Coster  V.  Clarke^  3  Edw.  Ch.  R,  47.)  This  is  upon  the  principle 
of  equitable  conversion,  which  is  well  understood  by  equity 
lawyers,  and  is  defined  to  be  '*  that  change  in  the  nature  of  prop- 
erty by  which,  for  certain  purposes,  real  estate  is  considered 
as  personal,  and  personal  estate  as  real,  and  transmissible  and 
descendible  as  such."    {Francis*  Maxims^  Max.  13.) 

§  401.  The  general  rule  is  that  the  right  of  dower  does  not 
attach  to  lands  appropriated  to  public  uses.  This  was  held  at  the 
period  when' castles  were  built  and  held  for  the  protection  and 
defense  of  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain,  the  law  in  this  respect 
preferring  the  public  good  to  private  individual  claims.  Upon  the 
same  principle  the  courte,  at  a  later  day,  have  held  that  the  inchoate 
right  of  dower  is  extinguished  in  lands  legally  appropriated  to  the 
uses  of  the  public.  Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  the  widow  is  not 
entitled  to  dower  in  lands  dedicated  to  the  public,  by  the  husband, 
for  a  market-house.  The  court,  in  deciding  the  case,  observes: 
"  The  whole  space  became  subject  to  the  same  regulations  as  the 
grounds  originally  laid  out  in  streets,  and  for  other  public  uses 
and  purposes.  The  claim  of  dower  must  stand  upon  the  same 
principle  that  it  would  stand  in  any  case  to  the  ground  thus  appro- 
priated. The  counsel  for  the  complainants  insist  that  it  is  a  case  to 
be  distinguished  from  that  of  public  grounds  condemned  for  public 
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uses,  bnt  the  coart  are  nnable  to  comprehend  the  distinction. 
When  a  town  is  laid  out,  the  law  requires  the  plat  to  be  recorded, 
and  by  such  record  the  streets  become  public  highways,  and  the 
title  to  the  grounds  set  apart  for  public  uses  is  vested  in  the  county 
for  the  purposes  contemplated.  The  uses  thus  created  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  exertion  of  any  private  right  while  the  use  remains^ 
consequently  all  private  rights  must  be  either  suspended  or  abro- 
gated. Such  has  been  the  general  understanding,  not  only  in  this 
state,  but,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  in  other  states  also.  A  claim 
of  dower  in  the  streets  of  a  town,  or  in  the  public  jail,  court-house 
or  public  offices,  would  be  a  novel  one,  and  if  sustained  could  not 
be  enjoyed  without  defeating  the  original  purpose  and  present  use 
of  the  grant.  It  cannot  be  admitted,  for  the  same  reason  that  it  is 
not  admitted  to  a  castle  in  England.  It  could  yield  nothing  to  the 
support  of  the  widow,  by  a  direct  participation  in  the  possession, 
without  such,  an  interference  with  the  public  right  to  control  the 
whole  subject  as  to  render  its  enjoyment  inconvenient  and  ansate, 
if  not  impossible."    {Crwynne  v.  Cincinnati^  3  Ohio  li,  24.) 

The  same  rule  is  held  where  the  land  is  appropriated  by  an  act 
of  the  legislature.  Thus,  where  land  was  taken  by  the  authori- 
ties of  the  city  of  New  York  under  an  act  of  the  state  legislature, 
for  the  purposes  of  a  public  market,  the  court  held  that  the  land 
was  discharged  of  any  claim  of  dower,  saying :  "  The  question 
which  is  now  presented  is,  whether  a  wife  has  such  an  interest  in 
the  premises  owned  by  her  husband,  while  her  right  of  dower  is 
inchoate,  as  cannot  be  divested  by  this  act  of  the  legislature  and 
the  proceedings  under  it.  *  *  The  power  of  the  state  to  take 
private  property  for  public  uses,  results  from  its  right  of  eminent 
domain,  and,  that  power  is  not  restricted  except  by  the  constitu- 
tional provision  that  just  compensation  shall  be  made  to  the  owner 
of  the  entire  estate  in  the  land,  and  the  inchoate  right  of  the  wife 
was  not  considered  by  the  commissioners,  and  we  think  justly  so, 
as  an  interest  distinct  from  that  of  her  husband,  as  the  subject  of 
estimate  as  to  its  value,  separate  from  his.  Indeed,  the  valae 
of  her  interest,  such  as  it  was,  would  seem  to  be  scarcely  capable  of 
being  estimated  as  a  separate  interest.  We  see  no  reason  to  donbt 
that  the  commissioners  were  right  in  considering  the  entire  estate  in 
these  lands  as  vested  in  the  husband,  and  that  he  having  been  paid 
the  full  yaluje  of  them,  the  corporation,  by  force  of  the  act,  became 
iejlded  of  the  lands  in  fee  simple  absolute,  discharged  of  any  claim 
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of.  dower  of  t|?e  wife  therein."  {Moore  v.  TJ^e  City  of  New  TorJc^ 
^  Sandf.  R.  456,  460.  8.  C.  8  N.  Y.  JR.  110.)  Other  authorities 
might  be  referred  to  upon  the  same  subject,  but  it  is  unnecessary. 
The  rule  excludes  dower  in  all  cases  where  lands  are  legally  appro- 
priated for  the  purposes  of  streets  and  public  higliways,  railroads, 
jails,  conrt-houses,  burial-grounds,  market  places,  and  the  like; 
and  in  some  cases  burial-grounds  are  exempted  from  dower  by 
statute.  (1  Scribner  on  Dower,  556.  Weaver  v.  Gregg^  6  Ohio  St 
JR.  547.  ZiiUe  Maimi  R.  R,  Co.  v.  Jones ^  5  Weekly  Law  Gaz. 
[iT.  S."]  5.  MdiaeCe  appeal,  17  Penn.  R.  449.  Kenixerly  v.  Mis- 
souri Ins.  Co.  11  Missouri  R.  204.  Strong  v.  Clem,  12  Ind.  R^ 
37.     Gile^  T.  GuUim,  13  ib.  487.    Jfoel  v.  Ewing,  9  ih.  37.) 

In  a  word,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  all  lands  and  tene- 
ments in  which  her  husband  was  seised  during  coverture,  unless 
she  is  lawinlly  barred,  and  in  some  instances  she  is  dowable  in  the 
equities  and  trusts  of  which  her  husband  was  possessed  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  except  that4n  some  states  the  widow's  dower  is 
limited  to  the  lands  and  tenements,  both  legal  and  equitable,  of 
which  her  husband  died  seised. 


CHAPTER  XXYIII. 

HOW  DOWER  IS  BARBED  OB  PREVENTED  —  EARLY  DEVICES  TO  EFFECT 
IT wife's  RELEASE  —  OONVBYANCB  BY  HUSBAND  BEFORE  MAR- 
RIAGE— THE  wife's  JOINTURE — DEVISE  IN  LIEU  OF  DOWER  —  SALE 
ON  EXECUTION  AND  FOR  TAXES  —  DIVORCE  —  ADULTERY  OF  THE 
WIFE — ARTICLES  OF  SEPARATION —  ESTOPPEL  OF  THE  WIFE. 

§  402.  Many  are  the  devices  which  have  been  invented  for  the 
purpose  of  barring  or  preventing  dower,  but  most  of  them  have 
failed  to  answer  the  end  proposed,  without  being  attended  in  other 
respects  with  hazard  and  inconvenience.  The  first  limitation 
contrived  was  "  to  the  purchaser  and  his  trustee,  and  their  heirs, 
in  trust  for  the  purchaser  and  his  heirs ; "  the  effect  of  which  was  to 
rest  a  legal  joint  tenancy  in  fee  in  the  husband  and  his  trustee, 
with  the  beneficial  interest  of  the  trustee's  share  in  the  purchaser, 
and  the  widow  of  a  joint  tenant  is  not  entitled  to  dower.  But  if 
the  husband  survived  his  trustee,  he  became  at  once  solely  seised 
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of  the  inheritance,  and  the  right  of  dower  immediately  attached  to 
that  seisin.    This  method  to  exclude  dower,  therefore,  failed. 

An  improvement  was  tlien  attempted  by  grafting  upon  the  limi- 
tation, "  to  the  purchaser  and  his  trustee,  and  the  heirs  of  tlic 
trustee,  in  trust  for  the  purchaser;"  or  "to  the  trustee  and  his 
heirs,   in  trust  for  the  purchaser  and  his  heirs."    But  serious 
objections  were  soon  discovered  to  this ;  for  the  trustee  might  die 
without  an  heir,  and  then  the  estate  would  escheat  to  the  crow«, 
or,  if  tlie  trustee  left  an  heir,  that  person  might  be  a  minor,  a  mar- 
ried woman  or  a  lunatic,  in  which  cases  it  might  be  difficult  to 
procure  the  proper  conveyance  of   the  legal  fee-simple.     The 
objections,  therefore,  to  the  adoption  of  these  limitations,  were  such 
as  to  induce  a  perseverance  in  the  attempt  to  frame  a  more  eligible 
limitation  in  these  cases,  until  finally  two  fonns  were  adopted 
which  seemed  to  answer  the  end  desired.     One  form  of  limitation 
was  "  to  such  uses  as  the  purchaser  shall  by  deed,  etc.,  appoint,  and 
in  default  of  appointment  to  the  usJ  of  himself  for  life,  without 
impeachment  of  waste ;  and  from  and  after  the  determination  of 
that  estate  in  his  life-time,  by  forfeiture  or  otherwise,  to  the  use  of 
a  trustee  and  his  heirs,  or  his  executors  and  administrators,  during 
the  purchaser's  life,  in  trust  for  him  for  life,  and  from  and  after  the 
determination  of  the  estate  so  limited  in  use  to  the  trustee  and  his 
heirs,  or  his  executors  and  administrators,  during  the  purchaser's 
life,  to  the  use  of  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever." 

The  other  form  was,  "  to  such  uses  as  the  purchaser  shall  by 
deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  for  want  of  appointment  to  tlie  use  of  a 
trustee,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  executors  and  administrators, 
during  the  life  of  the  purchaser,  in  trust  for  him,  and  subject 
thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  and  assigns."  Tliese 
limitations,  with  some  slight  variations,  were  in  general  use  in 
England  until  1834,  when,  by  the  late  dower  act,  a  man  was  enabled 
to  prevent  his  wife's  dower  from  attaching  by  a  declaration  to  that 
effect  in  the  deed  of  purchase,  or  any  deed  executed  by  him. 
(3  and  4  William  IV,  ch,  105,  §  6.  Vide  also  Park  on  Dower^  83 
et  seq,) 

§  403.  The  usual  way  of  barring  dower  in  this  country  is  for  the 
wife  to  join  with  her  husband  in  the  deed  of  conveyance,  althongh 
she  must  use  apt  and  proper  words  of  grant  and  release  on  her  own 
part,  and  such  as  clearly  manifest  an  intention  to  relinquish  her 
dower,  for  the  instrument  is  not  the  wife's  deed  if  the  husband  by 
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the  direction  of  the  wife  and  in  her  presence,  put  her  name  to  it 
\rithout  any  manual  act  on  her  part,  notwithstanding  she  subse- 
quently acknowledge  it  in  the  usual  manner ;  and  therefore  in  such 
a  case  the  deed  will  not  bar  the  widow's  dower.  ( VideLinsley  v. 
Brown,  13  Cmn.  B.  192.  Cktlin  v.  Ware,  9  Mass.  JR.  218.  Zyf- 
inn  V.  Curtis,  13  ib.  223.  Stearns  v.  Sioift,  8  Piek.  JR.  532. 
XeaviU  v.  Lamprey,  13  ih.  382.  JHehin  v.  Locks,  16  ib.  137.  Hall 
V.  Savage,  4  Mason^s  JR,  273.  Powell  v.  Monson  and  Brirnfield 
Jdanufacturing  Company,  3  tJ,  347.  Stevens  v.  Owen,  25  Maine 
li,  94.  G^^rrf(?;i  v.  Stevens,  2  JJi'M'*  6%.  ^.  48.  TF^^^/ii/^  v.  Z<?(J,  7 
darkens  [lotoa']  H.  12.  -ffw^  vtrf^  7^ro5^  v.  Deering,  21  Maine  R. 
156.)  But  if  the  wife  was  not  of  full  age  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  deed,  or  if  the  deed  does  not  contain  apt  words  showing'  her 
intention  to  relinquish  her  dower,  she  will  not  be  barred,  though 
she  has  signed  and  sealed  the  deed  and  made  the  statute  acknowl- 
edgment. {Priest  Y.  Cummihgs,  16  Wend.  li.  617.  Markham  v. 
Merritt,  7  Bow.  [Mise.]  R.  437.  Thomas  v.  Gomel,  6  LeigKs  R.  9.) 
And  the  deed  of  an  adult  married  woman,  executed  by  her  alone, 
relinquishing  her  dower  in  land  previously  conveyed  by  her  hus- 
band by  his  separate  deed  does  not  bar  the  widow  of  her  dower. 
{Page  v.  Page,  6  Cush,  R.  196.  Vide  also  Dodge  v.  Aycrigg,  1 
Beadey^s  \N,  J".]  R.  82.)  Although  a  mortgage  executed  by  the 
husband,  his  own  name  alone  being  used  in  the  body  of  the  instru- 
ment, but  signed  by  his  wife  also,  who  relinquished  her  right  of 
dower  and  made  her  acknowledgment  in  an  after  part  of  the  instru- 
ment, and  there  being  sufficient  from  an  inspection  of  the  whole 
instrument  to  believe  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  con- 
sider the  whole  paper  as  forming  one  assurance,  was  held  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  to  bar  the  wife  of  her  dower 
as  far  as  the  mortgaged  premises  were  concerned.  {Dundas  v. 
mtchxioek,  12  Ecyw.  [  TJ.  /S.]  R.  256.) 

The  deed  must  in  many  of  the  states  be  separately  acknowledged 
•  by  the  wife,  after  a  private  examination  apart  from  her  husband, 
and  such  acknowledgment  must  be  certified  by  a  competent  officer 
and  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by*  statute  ;  and  if  the  acknowledge- 
ment or  certificate  of  the  magistrate  be  not  in  strict  compliance 
with  the  statute,  the  deed  is  void  as  to  the  wife,  and  her  right  of 
dower  is  not  thereby  barred  or  discharged.  (  Yide  Kirk  v.  Dean, 
2  Binn.  R.  341.  Malntire  v.  Ward,  5  ih.  296.  Shaller  v.  Brand, 
6  ib.  435.    Evans  v.  The  Commonwealth,  4  Serg.  cfe  EawWs  R.  272. 
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Jourdcm  v,  Jourdan^  9  ib,  268.  Share  v.  Anderson^  7  t&.  43. 
Caaad  v.  Ciwi,  8  ib,  268.  Bamet  v.  Bamet^  15  tft.  72.  5tec/<f  v. 
Thompson^  14  tJ.  84.  Thompson  v.  Afarrow^  5  tS.  289.  Jamison 
V.  Jamison^  3  TTAar^.  ^.  457.  Scardar  v.  Turner^  1  Bailey^s  Ji. 
421.  TTafe^w  V.  Bailey^  Ib.  470,  Middock  v.  TFiMia???*,  12  O^w 
^.  377.  ConneU  v.  Connelly  6  tJ.  353.  Jacksofi  v.  Stevens^  16 
Johns,  a.  110.  Jackson  y.  Ccdms,  20  iS.  301.  Sheppard  v.  War- 
dell,  1  Cb»'«  i?.  452.  (7ZarA  v.  Redman,  1  jBZac*/.  i?.  379.  ^//?(?< 
V.  Piersol,  1  McLearCs  R.  11.  Rogers  v.  Moody,  23  J/J?,  i?.  548.) 
Bat  by  ancient  custom  in  some  of  the  states,  dower  was  barred 
if  the  wife  simply  joined  with  the  hnsband  without  making  anj 
separate  acknowledgment.  (  Ftdd  Constantine  v.  Fa;i  Winkle^  6 
i/tVi'tf  i?.  177.  Durant  v.  Ritchie,  4  Masoii^s  R.  45.)  And  in 
some  of  the  states  the  wife  might  formerly  bar  her  dower  by  a 
separate  deed,  executed  after  and  in  consideration  of  her  husband'fi 
sale  and  conveyance.  {Fawier  v.  Shearer,  7.  Mass.  R.  14.  ELa  t. 
Cord,  ^  N.  II.  R.  176.  Shepherd  v.  Howard,  Ib.  507.  i?<«i»  v. 
MamiUon,  3  Greenl.  R.  65.  Thompson  v.  Peebles,  6  Dana^s  R 
391.)  Of  couroe,  in  these  states,  as  in  Connecticut,  Yermont, 
North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  Georgia,  Mississippi,  New  'Hampshire,  I 
and  perhaps  one  or  two  others,  where  the  riglit  of  dower  is 
restricted  to  the  lands  of  which  the  husband  died  seised,  the  Im- 
band's  conveyance  independent  of  his  wife  bars  her  dower.  Bat 
in  most  of  the  states,  as  in  Alabama,  Arkansas,  Delaware,  Florida, 
Illinois,  Iowa,  Kentucky,  Kansas,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts, 
Michigan,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Ohio, 
Oregon,  Hhode  Island,  South  Carolina,  Virginia,  Wisconsin,  and 
in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  concurrence  of  the  wife  is  necessary 
to  divest  her  of  her  right  of  dower  in  all  legal  estates;  though  in 
case  of  an  equitable  estate,  the  husband  may  transfer  it  alone  at 
any  time  before  his  decease,  and  thus  cut  off  the  dower  right  of 
his  wife.  In  Pennsylvania  tlie  common  law  rule  applies  the  same 
as  in  the  last  above  mentioned  states,  except  that  "  the  widow's 
right  of  dower,  though  much  respected,  is  liable  to  be  defeated  by 
a  judicial  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  and  on  a  mortgage  after 
coverture  not  executed  by  the  wife,  by  a  sale  or  judicial  process, 
her  dower  is  defeated."  {Reed  v.  Morrison,  12  Serg.  dk  Rattle's 
R,  18,  21.)  But  the  rule  is  limited  to  judicial  sales,  and  does  not 
extend  to  transfers  made  by  the  husband.^  "Dower  would  be 
altogether  insecure  if  the  husband  might  bar  it  by  a  voluntary 
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Bale  for  payment  of  a  debt,  however  small,  even  when  incnrred  to 
serve  for  a  pretext.  For  that  reason  it  was  ruled  in  Eherle  v. 
Fisher  (1  Harris'  R,  626)  that  a  husband's  assignment  in  insol- 
vency does  not  divest  his  wife's  dower  in  the  land,  inasmuch  as  it 
Tvas  not,  at  the  time,  in  the  gripe  of  his  creditors.  In  tlie  present 
case  the  husband  was  free  to  do  with  it  what  he  pleased,  but 
always  in  subordination  to  the  incipient  estate  of  his  wife.  Had 
he  sold  it  himself,  and  paid  his  debts  with  the  price  of  it,  her 
dower  would  have  remained  in  it,  and  his  sale  can  have  no  other 
effect  when  made  by  the  instrumentality  of  trustees  appointed  and 
empowered  by  him."  {Helfrich  v.  Obermyer^  15  Penn,  li,  113.) 
And  it  was  said  in  a  recent  case :  "  Our  common  law  dower  exists 
only  in  relation  to  land  sold  by  the  husband  without  his  wife's 
coTiseut ;  and  dower  in  such  case  may  generally  be  very  unjust ;  for 
thus  a  widow  may  be  endowed  of  land  sold  by  her  husband  in  his 
life-time,  and  yet  share  in  other  estate,  real  and  personal,  that  may 
have  been  obtained  by  the  sale  of  it."  {PriUs  v.  Pitchey,  29 
Penn.  P.  71.) 

§  404.  A  release  to  the  husband  by  the  wife  during  coverture  is 
no  bar  of  the  dower.  {Powe  v.  HamUton^  3  Greenl,  P.  63.  Ela 
V.  Cardj  2  N.  H.  P.  176.  Crain  v.  Cavana^  36  Barh.  P.  410.) 
Nor  is  a  release  by  the  wife  to  a  third  person  under  whom  the 
tenant  does  not  claim,  a  bar  to  the  widow's  dower.  {Pobinson  v. 
PcUeSj  3  Met.  P.  40.  Shaw  v.  Pass,  14  Maine  P.  432.)  And  it 
has  been  held  that  a  contract  before  coverture  not  to  claim  dower 
is ,  no  bar.  {Haetinga  v.  Dickinson^  7  Mass.  R.  153.  Gibson  v. 
Oibsan^  15  ib.  106.  Oroadl  v.  Ingraha/in^  13  Pick.  R.  33.  Vance 
v.  Vancey  21  Maine  P.  364.)  An  instrument  purporting  to  release 
a  widow's  dower,  signed  by  her,  but  not  sealed,  is  not  a  release  of 
her  dower.  {Giles  v.  Moore^  4  Gray'^s  P.  600.)  But  a  quitclaim 
deed  from  two  grantors,  signed  and  sealed  by  each  of  them,  and 
signed  by  their  wives,  with  one  seal  against  both  signatures,  and 
cx>ncluding,  after  the  clause  of  release -of  dower,  "in  witness 
whereof,  we,  the  grantors,  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and  seals," 
is  sufficient  to  bar  the  dower  of  the  wives.  {Tasker  v.  Bartletty  5 
Cush.  P.  359.) 

When  the  widow  conveys  to  the  administrator  of  her  deceased 
husband  all  her  "  right,  title  and  interest  of  dower,"  her  dower  in 
the  lands,  and  share  in  the  personal  property  of  her  husband 
paBS.       {McFarland  v.  Bazey  24  Miss.  P.  156.) 
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The  wife's  release  of  dower  in  mortgaged  premises  will  not  bind 
the  wife  and  defeat  her  dower  if  the  mortgaged  estate  is  snbse- 
qnently  redeemed  by  the  husband's  administrator.  {Uildreth  v. 
JoneSy  13  Mass,  R.  525.)  But  after  the  wife  has  duly  released  her 
claim  to  dower  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  the  husbands 
equity  of  redemption  is  subsequently  sold  by  his  administrator, 
and  the  estate  redeemed  by  the  purchaser,  it  has  been  beld  in 
Massachusetts  that  the  widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  dower. 
{Pqpkin  v.  Burnstead^  8  Mass.  H.  491.  Gibson  v.  Cre/iore,  3 
Pick.  R.  475.) 

A  release  of  dower  will  not  be  presumed  from  the  fact  that  the 
premises  on  which  dower  is  claimed  were  in  the  adverse  posses- 
sion to  the  husband  for  more  than  twenty  years  during  his  life- 
time. {Durham  v.  Angier^  20  Mains  R.  242.)  If  or  will  a  release 
of  dower  by  the  wife  to  one  tenant  in  common,  of  her  husband, 
operate  as  a  release  to  the  other.  {White  v.  White^  1  Ilanrii. 
[^N,  «/.]  R.  202.)  And  a  parol  release  is  void.  (  WorthingUm  v. 
Middleton,  6  Dana's  R.  300.) 

A  release  of  dower  can  operate  only  as  a  relea^;  it  must  accom- 
pany the  conveyance  of  another,  and  ceases  to  operate  with  that; 
it  cannot  operate  as  the  transfer  of  an  independent  estate.  Thns, 
when  a  husband,  whose  land  is  bonnd  by  the  lien  of  a  judgment, 
conveys  the  land  with  a  release  of  dower,  and  the  land  is  after- 
ward sold  under  the  judgment,  the  purchaser  from  the  husband 
cannot  claim  as  an  assignee  of  the  wife,  or  as  deriving  a  distinct 
estate  from  her,  against  the  execution  purchaser.  So,  upon  the 
sale  of  mortgaged  lands,  the  vendee  takes  them  clear  of  dower,  if 
released ;  but  if  the  mortgage  is  paid,  never  takes  effect,  or  ceases 
to  operate,  the  right  of  dower  revives.  {Douglas  v.  McCoys  5  Ohio 
R.  527.    Pride  v.  Boyce,  1  Rice's  JSq.  R.  275.) 

The  wife  may  bar  her  dower  in  a  particular  close,  even  before 
it  is  assigned,  by  executing  a  quitclaim  deed  after  the  husband's 
death,  in  which  she  covenants  that  she  will  claim  no  dower  in  the 
premises.  {Orant  v.  Perha/tn^  15  Vi.  R.  649.  Thatclur  v.  Ilmo- 
land,  2  Met  R.  41.)  Under  some  circumstances,  altliough  the  wife 
do  join  with  her  husband  in  the  deed,  she  does  not  thereby  lose 
her  dower;  as  when,  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  the  purchaser 
recovers  damages  of  the  husband  for  breach  of  the  covenant  of 
good  right  to  convey,  tlie  release  of  dower  then  becomes  void, 
because  the  recovery  in  such  action  debars  the  purchaser  from 
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afterward  claiming  any  thing  by  his  deed ;  or,  when,  after  the  joint 
conveyance,  an  execution  against  the  husband  is  levied  on  the  land 
so  conveyed,  and  the  judgment  creditor  recovers  it  from  the  prior 
purchaser  on  the  ground  timt  the  conveyance  to  him  was  fraud- 
ulent, here  the  right  of  dower  revives,  notwithstanding  the  wife's 
release  was  properly  executed,  and  she  may  recover  her  dower  irom 
the  creditor  or  his  assigns.  {Siinson  v.  Sumner^  9  Mass.  li,  143. 
^nd  vide  liobinson  v.  Bates^  3  Met.  li.  40.  And  also  Bing.  on 
Cov,  328,  note  2,  where  most  of  the  points  taken  in  this  section 
are  suggested.)  Neither  will  the  wife  be  barred  when  she  has 
released  her  claim  to  dower  in  premises  mortgaged  by  her  hus- 
band, and  after  his  decease  his  administrator  has  discharged  the 
mortgage,  although  before  such  discharge,  the  judge  oC probate,  by 
reason  of  her  release,  had  made  an  allowance  out  of  the  personal 
estate.    {Ilildreth  v.  Jones^  13  Mass,  B.  625.) 

§  405.  It  seems  that  a  renunciation  of  dower  is  not  so  much  a 
conveyance  as  it  is  a  bar  to  the  wife's  claim  to  attend  the  convey- 
ance of  the  husband,  to  endure  while  that  endures,  and  cease  to 
operate  when  that  expires.  So,  as  has  been  before  suggested,  when 
mortgaged  lands  are  sold  under  a  mortgage  whereupon  dower  has 
been  released,  the  purchaser  takes  not  only  the  fee  but  the  dower 
also.  Eut  when  the  mortgage  is  satisfied  by  payment  of  the  debt, 
the  dower  reverts  to  the  wife  eo  i7istantL  So,  if  the  mortgage  ceases 
to  operate,  or  never  begins  to  operate,  the  dower  remains  with  tlie 
wite,  or  returns  to  her,  as  the  case  may  be,  without  the  necessity 
of  a  reconveyance.    (Bichard  v.  Talhaird^  1  Bice*s  Eq,  B.  158.) 

It  may  be  further  affirmed  that  a  renunciation  of  dower  on  a 
mortgage  cannot  operate  beyond  the  estate  conveyed,  so  as  to  have 
the  effect  of  a  perpetual  bar;  it  can  only  postpone  the  claim  of  dower 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  lien,  and  the  land  stands  as  security  for  the 
debt  secured  by  the  mortgage,  unincumbered  by  the  wife's  riglits. 
The  other  creditors  have  no  right  to  the  aid  of  the  wife's  dower  for 
the  payment  of  tlieir  debts.  Therefore,  when  the  wife  had 
renounced  her  dower  on  mortgage  by  her  husband,  and  after  his 
death  on  marshaling  his  assets  in  a  court  of  equity,  the  mortgage 
debts  were  paid  out  of  the  personalty,  it  was  held  that  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  her  dower,  and  a  sum  of  money  assigned  in  lieu 
thereof  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  her  out  of  the  land  which  was 
ordered  to  be  sold  for  the  p&ymeut  of  debts.  {KecJdey  v.  KeeUey, 
2  JSUPa  Ch.  B.  252.) 
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It  has  beeB  also  held  in  South  Carolina  that  a  covenant  by  a 
wife,  prior  to  and  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  not  to  claim  or 
demand  dower  or  any  other  right,  title  or  interest,  in  the  real  estate 
of  her  husband,  cannot  operate  as  an  estoppel  against  her  at  law; 
nor  will  it  bar  her  dower  under  the  statute,  27  Henry  VIII,  chap- 
ter 10 j  section  6,  without  a  competent  jointure;  but  if  she  were 
of  full  age  at  the  time,  such  an  agreement  will  be  enfctrccd  in 
equity,  and  the  wife  be  excluded  both  from  dower  and  a  distribO' 
tive  share  of  her  husband's  real  estate  where  he  has  died  intestate; 
although  it  seems  she  will-still  be  entitled  to  her  distributive  share 
of  the  personal  estate  under  the  act  of  1791.     (Odzer  v.  Gdzer^  1 
Bail^y*9  Eq.  R,  387.)    But  a  fair  antenuptial  agreement  executed 
by  the  wife -for  a  valuable  consideration  will  unquestionably  bar 
her  of  her  dower.    {StiUey  v.  Folger^  14  Ohio  B.  610.     PMUijfs 
V.  Phmips,  14  OTiio  St  a.  308.     Murphy  v.  Murphy,  12  iJ.  4<.»7. 
Cawley  v.  Zawson^  5  Jonei  Eq.  H.  132.)    But  where  the  antenup- 
tial provision  for  the  wife  rests  only  on  the  undertaking  by  the  lins- 
band  to  pay  or  restore  money  to  her,  equity  will  see  the  provision 
executed  before  it  deprives  her  of  her  dower,  at  least  where  the 
claim  to  dower  is  resisted  by  volunteers.    Whether  the  same  strict- 
ness would  be  held  in  the  case  of  purchasers,  quere,    {Johnson  t. 
Johnson^  23  Miss.  B.  561.) 

An  antenuptial  agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  by  which 
elie  was  to  enjoy  exclusively-  certain  property  to  which  she  was 
entitled  as  the  widow  of  her  former  husband,  and  which  was  not 
stated  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  was  held  to  be  no  bar  to  the  wife% 
claim  of  dower  in  the  lands  of  her  second  husband.  {Swaim  v. 
Ferine,  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  482,  489.) 

§  406.  A  deed  given  by  a  husband  just  before  his  marriage  to 
his  daughter,  without  any  consideration,  and  kept  secret  until  after 
the  man'iage,  was  held  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  wife,  and  did 
not  bar  her  of  her  dower  in  the  lands  conveyed.  (Swains  v. 
Perine,  supra.)  But  where  a  father,  in  contemplation  of  marriage, 
conveyed  by  way  of  advancement  to  his  son,  with  intent  to  prevent 
his  intended  wife  from  taking  dower,  and  she  married  him  in  igno- 
rance of  the  conveyance,  it  was  held,  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  that  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  dower. 
.  Bronson,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  What  a  conrt 
of  equity  might  say  about  such  a  fraud  as  that,  I  will  not  under- 
take to  determine ;  but,  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Swaine  v. 
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Ptrine  (5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  482),  I  think  the  court  would  say  that 
there  was  no  fraud  in  the  matter.  But,  however  that  may  be,  we 
have  not  been  referred  to  any  case,  nor  have  I  met  witli  any,  where 
a  court  of  law*  lias  undertaken  to  set  aside  a  deed  upon  this  ground. 
The  husband  was  not  seised  at  any  time  during  the  coverture,  and 
if  the  plaintiff  can  succeed  anywhere,  she  cannot  in  a  court  of 
law."  .  {Baker  v.  C/iase,  6  JIUPs  R.  482,  483.  Vide  Cranaon  v. 
Cranson^  4  Mich,  R.  230.)  It  has  been  held  that  the  retention  by 
the  husband  of  tlie  possession  of  the  property  after  the  transfer 
of  the  title,  or  keeping  the  deed  in  his  hands  after  its  execution,  is 
one  of  the  badges  of  fraud  upon  the  right  of  his  wife  to  prevent 
her  receiving  her  dower,  and  a  conveyance  thus  fraudulently 
executed  will  not  bar  the  wife's  dower.  {Ilaya  v.  ITenry^  1  Md, 
Ch,  Deeie.  337.)  In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  the  court  held, 
in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Swaine  v.  Perinea  that  a 
deed  made  by  the  husband  before  marriage,  without  consideration, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  dower  of  his  intended  wife, 
did  not  bar  her  dower.  {LiUUton  v.  ZititetoUy  1  Dev.  cfe  Bait.  R. 
327.)  And  in  Vermont,  where,  by  statute,  the  wife's  dower  is 
restricted  to  the  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seised,  it  has  been 
held  that  an  absolute  conveyance  to  children,  without  valuable 
consideration,  and  with  intent  to  defeat  the  wife  of  dower,  does 
not  bar  her  of  her  riglits.  {Thayer  v.  Thayer^  14  Vt.  R.  107.) 
But  it  seems  that  the  mere  absence  of  valuable  consideration  is  not 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  deed;  there  must  be  a  specific  intent  to 
defraud  the  wife  of  her  dower,  or  the  deed  will  defeat  her  right. 
{Mcintosh  V.  Laddy  1  Humph.  R.  459.) 

Wiiether  the  wife  shall  have  dower  in  lands  conveyed  by  her 
husband  with  the  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  she  having  joined 
in  the  deed,  is  not  definitively  settled,  although  the  better  opinion  is, 
that,  in  such  a  case,  where  the  creditors  have  set  aside  the  convey- 
ance, the  wife  will  be  entitled  to  her  dower.  (  Vide  Robinson  v. 
Bates,  3  Mete.  R.  40.  KhribaU  v.  Eaton,  8  N.  H.  R.  391.  Win- 
ship  V.  Lainherton,  referred  to  in  Woodworth  v.  Paige,  5  Ohio  St. 
R.  70.  Miller  v.  Wilson,  15  Ohio  R,  108,  117.  Summers  v. 
BaU,  13  III.  R.  483.  Stribling  v.  Ross,  16  iK  122.  But  vide 
also  Manhattan  Company  v.  Evertson,  6  Paige' s  Ch.  i?.  457. 
Wiswall  V.  IlaU,  3  ih.  313,  and  Den  v.  Johnson,  3  Har.  R.  87.) 

In  Massachusetts,  it  has  been  held,  in  so  m&ny  words,  that  a  con- 
veyance  by  the  husband  before  marriage,  although  in  firaud  of  his 
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creditors,  bars  the  wife's  dower.  ( Whithed  v.  MdUory^  4  Cusk 
R,  138.)  And  dower  is  in  all  cases  extinguished  by  the  convey- 
ance of  the  lands  by  the  husband  before  dower  attaches.  {Savy 
lings  V.  AdamSy  7  Md.  JS.  26.  Firestone  v.  Firestone^  2  Ohio  SL 
jR.  415.     Bowie  v.  Berry ^  3  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  359.) 

Dower,  in  North  Carolina,  is  barred  by  the  voidable  deed  of  the 
husband,  but  which  is  never  avoided  by  him ;  otherwise,  if  the 
deed  is  void,  as  if  given  for  an  usurious  consideration.  {Nonoood 
V.  Marrow^  4  Dev.  cfe  Batt.  R,  442.)  But  a  widow,  in  Virginia, 
will  not  be  barred  by  attempting  to  claim  under  a  deed  of  the 
husband,  which  was  avoided  by  his  creditors  as  fraudulent,  it  being 
made  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and  his  children,  and  consequently 
to  the  use  of  his  wife,  she  not  having  signed  the  deed,  {Blow  v. 
JUaynardy  2  Zeigh^s  B.  30.) 

The  mere  fact  that  the  husband  failed  to  acknowledge  and  put 
on  record  his  deed,  bona  fide  made  before  marriage,  does  not  give 
the  wife  a  right  of  dower  in  the  premises  so  conveyed.  {Blood  r. 
Bloody  23  Pick.  E.  80. .  Vide  aUo  Emeraon  v.  Harris^  6  Mek. 
B.  475.) 

The  lien  of  a  vendor  upon  land  sold  to  the  husband  for  the  pur- 
chase-money is  paramount  to  the  claim  of  the  vendee's  widow,  and 
will  bar  the  dower  unless  discharged.  {EllicoU  v.  Walchy  2  BlaruTi 
B.  244.)  And  when  the  husband  purchases  land,  and  gives  back 
a  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase-money,  the  mortgage  overrides 
the  wife's  dower.  {Boynton  v.  Sawyer^  35  Alabama  B.  497.) 
It  has  been  held,  however,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  that  the 
mechanics'  lien  has  to  give  way  to  dower.  {Oove  v.  Catherj  23 
lUvnois  B,  634.) 

§  407.  A  good  and  valid  jointure,  so  called,  made  before  covert- 
ure, to  the  woman  herself,  and  not  to  otliers  in  trust  for  her ;  to  be 
in  satisfaction  of  her  whole  dower ;  the  estate  to  take  effect  imme- 
diately from  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  being  for  the  term  of 
the  wife's  life,  or  greater  estate,  is  a  bar  to  the  wife's  right  of  dower; 
and  a .  jointure  possessing  all  these  requisites,  will  be  a  bar  of 
dower,  although  the  wife  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the  settle- 
ment. {Drury  v.  Drury^  5  Bro.  P.  C,  370.  Carrutiier^  v.  Car- 
ruthersy  4  Bro.  Ch.  B.  500.  Smith  v.  Smithy  5  Ves.  B.  189. 
Corbet  V.  Corbety  1  Sim.  c&  Stu.  B.  612.  Levering  v.  Levering^  2 
Md.  Ch.  Defiis.  81.  McCarter  v.  Tellery  2  Paige's  Ch.  B.  611.  Shaw 
V.  Boydy  5  Serg.  cb  BawWs  B.  311.)    But  such  a  jointure,  in  case 
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of  an  infant  wife,  to  be  an  equitable  bar,  mnst  be  as  certain  and  as 
'beneficial  to  the  infant  as  a  legal  jointure  must  be  to  be  a  legal 
bar.  It  must  be  a  provision  to  take  effect  immediately  on  the 
death  of  the  husband,  and  to  continue  during  the  life  of  the  widow, 
and  be  a  reasonable  and  competent  livelihood  for  her  under  all 
the  circumstances.  A  conditional  jointure  is  not  binding  unless 
accepted  by  the  wife  after  the  husband's  death.  A  lease,  or  deter- 
minable freehold,  which  might  not  continue  for  her  life,  was  not 
considered  an  equivalent  for  dower.  A  condition  that  the  wife 
Bhould  live  chaste  during  marriage  is  not  objectionable ;  but  a  con- 
dition that  she  should  not  run  her  husband  in  debt  is  doubtful. 
An  annuity  limited  to  widowhood  may  not  bo  considered  unreason-  * 
able  in  ordinary  marriages ;  but  when  the  man  was  seventy-five 
years  old,  and  the  woman  an  infant,  the  i*cstraint  upon  matrimony 
was  deemed  unreasonable,  and  the  jointure  wa^  hold  no  bar.  (Mo- 
Carter  V.  Teller,  2  Pauje's  Ch,  72.  511.    A7id  S,  C.  8  Wend.  R.  267.) 

A  grant  of  a  rent  cliargc,  oiU  of  particular  lands,  to  an  infant  for 
her  jointure,  although  the  grantor  be  afterward  evicted,  yet  the 
contract  being  in  equity  a  general  agreement  to  grant  a  rent  charge 
to  that  amount  out  6f  some  lands,  will  bind  the  infant,  it  seems,  if 
her  pai^cnt  or  guardian  assent  to  it.  {Corbet  v.  Corbet,  1  Sim,  dk 
Stu.  li,  612.     &\  a  5  liuss.  li.  254.) 

If  tlic  jointure  bo  made  to  the  wife  during  coverture  in  satisfac- 
tion of  dower,  she  may  waive  it  after  her  husband's  death,  but  if 
she  enter  and  agree  thereto,  she  is  concluded ;  for  though  a  woman 
is  not  bound  by  any  act  when  she  is  not  at  her  own  disposal,  yet 
if  she  agree  after  she  is  at  liberty,  it  is  her  own  act,  and  she  cannot 
avoid  it.  {Frank  v.  Frank,  3  Myl.  cfe  Cr.  JS.  171.  Vance  v. 
Vance,  21  Maine  JR.  364.) 

It  is  said  by  the  learned  editors  of  Keeve's  Domestic  Relations, 
in  a  note  at  page  113  of  the  last  edition  of  that  work,  that  this  is 
one  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  27  Henry  VIII,  and  it  has 
probably  been  adopted  in  all  the  states  where  the  law  of  jointure 
in  bar  of  dower  has  been  introduced.  In  Vermont,  by  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  1839,  the  widow  may  make  her  election  within  eight 
months  after  the  will  of  the  husband  shall  have  been  proved,  or 
after  letters  of  administration  shall  have  been  granted  on  his 
estate,  to  receive  the  jointure  or  pecuniary  provision  in  lieu  of 
dower,  or  to  waive  it,  and  have  her  dower  set  out;  and  this, 
whether  the  jointure  or  provision  was  settled  before  or  after  mar- 
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riage.  By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1863,  it  is  declared  that  the 
widow  may  be  barred  of  her  dower  in  all  the  lands  of  her  husband, 
in  the  following  ways :  First,  where  a  jointure  shall  have  been 
settled  on  such  widow  by  her  hnsband  or  other  person,  or  some 
pecuniary  provision  shall  have  been  made  for  her  before  her  raa^ 
riage,  with  or  without  her  consent,  to  have  effect  after  the  death 
of  her  husband,  and  expressed  to  be  in  lieu  and  discharge  of  her 
dower;  second,  where  her  husband,  by  his  last  will  and  testament, 
shall  have  made  provision  for  such  widow,  which  it  shall  appear 
to  the  probate  court  was  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower ;  and, 
third,  where  the  husband  shall  die,  leaving  no  children  or  repre- 
'  sentatives  of  children,  and  the  widow  shall  thereby  be  entitled  to 
one-half  of  the  estate  of  her  husband.  {R,  S.  1863,  ch.  65,  §  5.) 
This  is  the  law  now  in  force  in  the  state,  and  it  will  be  observed 
that  the  provisions  are  absolute,  and  give  the  widow  no  power  of 
election.  And  the  statute  further  provides  that  a  devise  bars  all 
claim  to  curtesy  or  dower.    {R.  S.  ch.  55,  §  15.) 

In  Massachusetts,  the  statute  of  27  Henry  YIII  has  always  been 
in  force  upon  this  point.  {Hastings  v.  Dickinaan,  7  JUass.  R,  173.) 
And  the  same  provision  is  now  incorporated  into  the  Massachusetts 
General  Statutes.    {Gm.  Stat  1860,  ch.  90,  §§  9-11.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  assent  of  the  wife  to  the  jointure 
must  be  evidenced,  if  she  be  of  full  age,  by  her  becoming  a  partj 
to  the  conveyance  by  which  it  shall  be  settled ;  if  she  be  an  infant, 
by  her  joining  with  her  father  or  guardian  in  such  conveyance. 
Any  pecuniary  provision  made  for  the  benefit  of  an  intended  wife 
and^n  lieu  of  dower,  if  assented  to  by  her  in  the  manner  provided,' 
is  made  a  bar  to  any  right  or  claim  of  dower  of  such  wife  in  all  the 
lands  of  her  hnsband.  If,  before  her  coverture  but  veithout  her 
assent,  or  if,  after  her  coverture,  lands  are  given  or  assured  for  the 
jointnre  of  a  wife,  or  a  pecuniary  provision  be  made  for  her  in 
lieu  of  dower,  she  must  make  her  election  whether  she  will  take 
such  jointure  or  pecuniary  provision,  or  whether  she  will  be 
endowed  of  the  lands  of  her  husband.  And  if  laws  be  devised,  or 
a  pecuniary  or  other  provision  be  made  for  the  wife  by  will,  she 
must  make  her  election  in  the  same  manner ;  and  in  each  case  the 
settlement  will  be  binding  on  tlie  wife  unless  she  dissents,  and 
enters  or  sues  for  dower  within  one  year  after  th#  death  of  her 
husband.  (1  R.  JS.  paH  2,  ch.  1,  tit.  8.  §§  9-14.  1  /Sito^.  aJL  Large^ 
692,  693.) 
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In  Connecticut  the.  law  i8  substantially  the  same,  though  in  that 
state  a  jointure  may  as  well  consist  of' personal  as  real  property. 
(1  Swift's  Big,  86.    R.  S.  1866,  tit.  20,  ch.  4,  §  86.) 

A  legacy  to  the  wife  of  the  testator  is  regarded  in  lieu  of  dower 
where  it  appears  from  the  will  that  such  is  the  manifest  intention 
of  the  testator ;  and  the  rule  applies  as  well  to  a  devise  of  real 
estate  as  a  bequest  of  personal  estate.  {Lord  v.  Zordj  23  Conn.  M. 
827.    Hickey  v.  Eichey,  26  ib.  261.) 

In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  the  widow  is  entitled  to  her  choice 
either  of  her  dower  or  of  the  estate  or  property  devised  or  bequeathed 
in  lieu  of  dower.  {Laws  of  1833,  p.  249.)  In  this  state  the  widow's 
interest  in  the  real  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  does  not  come 
within  the  ordinary  definition  of  dower,  because  that  refers  to  the. 
common  law  provision  for  widows  ;  but  it  is  a  statutory  substitute 
for  that  provision,  and  may  very  well  be  called  her  statutory  dower. 
Like  dower  at  common  law,  it  is  a  defined  interest  in  her  late  hus- 
band's lands,  arising  at  his  death,  and  is  a  freehold  estate.  {Bachn 
man  v.  Ohrismariy  23  Penn.  B.  163.  Vide  Cordis  JRights  of 
Married  Wotnen,  671,  note  2.)  It  may  be  considered  doubtfui 
whether  a  settlement  of  personal  estate  would  be  held  a  jointure 
snfiScient  to  bar  dower,  but  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Dncry  v. 
Drury^  that  an  infant's  dower  may  be  barred  by  jointure,  is  con- 
sidered as  settled  law.  {Skaw  v.  Boijd^  5  Serg.  db  Mawle^s  li.  309. 
Vide  also  on  the  s^ibject  of  jointure  in  Pennsylvania^  Hinnershitz 
T.  Bernhardt s  executors^  13  Penn.  B.  621,  622.  Boreland  v. 
NicholSj  2  Jones'  R.  38.  MdizeCs  appeal^  17  Penn.  R.  453,  454. 
Taylor  v.  Birmingham^  29  ih.  306.    Anderson's  appeal.^  36  ib.  476.) 

In  Virginia,  if  the  widow  is  evicted  of  her  jointure,  she  may 
still  enforce  her  right  of  dower.  {Ambler  v.  Weston^  4  Hen.  <j6 
Munf.  R.  23.) 

In  the  State  of  Illinois,  a  jointure  for  an  intended  wife,  with 
her  assent,  to  be  taken  ,in  lieu  of  dower,  is  a  bar  to  any  right  or 
claim  of  dower  of  the  wi^e  in  any  land  of  her  husband ;  but  such 
assent  must  be  evidenced,  if  she  be  of  full  age,  by  her  becoming  a 
party  to  the  conveyance  by  which  the  jointure  is  settled ;  if  an 
infant,  by  her  joining  with  her  father  or  guardian  in  the  convey- 
ance. If  the  jointure  be  made  before  marriage,  but  without  her 
assent,  or  after  marriage,  she  must  make  her  election  whether  she 
will  take  the  jointure  or  be  endowed  of  the  lande  of  her  husband, 
but  she  cannot  have  both ;  and  she  will  be  deemed  to  have  elected 
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.  to  take  the  jointure,  unless  she  file  a  written  rennnciation  thereof 
•  in  the  ofiice  of  the  court  of  probate  within  one  year  after  the 
authentication  or  probate  of  the  will.  {Law  of  1845.  1  Purpli% 
Dig.  494,  cK.  2,  tiUe  I>awer,  §§  7-11.  Vide  also  Sisk  v.  SmiA,  1 
Oihiam^a  li.  509,  510.)  Similar  provisions  in  regard  to  jointures 
barring  dower  are  found  in  the  statutes  of  some  others  of  the  states. 

It  has  been  held,  in  Kentucky,  that  a  jointure  not  intended  to 
satisfy  dower  is  no  bar.  ( Yancy  v.  Smithy  2  Met  [-ffy.]  -ff.  408.) 
And  the  same  doctrine  has  been  held  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 
{Hoots  V.  Chraham^  23  lU.  JR.  81.)  The  provision  must  also  be 
positive,  and  not  optional  or  conditional,  and  must  be  performed, 
or  it  will  be  no  bar.  ( Vincent  v.  Spooner^  2  Ctcsh.  B.  467.  ffone 
V.  Van  Sohaicky  7  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  221.  Blackman  v.  JBlachnan^ 
16  Ala.  H.  633.) 

An  antenuptial  bond  is  no  lien  on  the  real  estate  of  the  husband, 
but  is  taken,  like  any  security,  with  all  its  defects.  {Dyke  v.  Hen- 
daU,  13  Ikff.  L.  &  Eq.  R.  404.) 

The  term  "jointure,"  as  used  in  the  Kentucky  statutes,  denotes 
any  species  of  estate  in  real  or  personal  property  created  by  con- 
veyance or  devise,  and  intended  to  be  in  lieu  or  satisfaction  of 
dower.  {Terns  v.  McCreary^  3  Met.  R.  151.)  But  the  agreement 
of  a  third  person  to  indemnify  the  husband  against  alimony  and 
dower  does  not  bar  the  wife's  dower.  {Gaines  v.  jPoor,  3  Met. 
R.  503.) 

§  408.  It  is  a  very  common  practice  for  husbands  to  give  prop- 
erty or  money  to  their  wives,  by  will,  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  it  is  a 
well  established  principle  that  the  acceptance  of  such  a  provision 
by  a  widow  is  a  bar  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity  to  her  right  of 
dower  in  any  lands  of  the  husband  other  than  those  devised  to  her 
(  Wake  V.  Wake^  1  Ves.  R.  335.  Edwards  v.  Morgan^  13  Pfv^h 
Ik.  R.  782.  Kennedy  v.  MUU^  13  Wmd.  R.  653.  Jacktm  v. 
Chv/rchiU^  7  (7<w.  R.  287.  Van  Orden  v.  Van  Orden^  10  Johns. 
R.  30.  H(yyle  v.  Stewarty  8  ib.  104.  Kennedy  v.  Nedrow^  2  Belh 
R.  418.  Kennedy  v.  Wista/r^  cited  1  ib.  418.  Evans  v.  Wdb^  1 
Yeates^  R.  424.  Duncan  v.  Duncan^  2  ib.  3Q2.  Hamilton  v. 
BuckfwaUeVy  lb.  889.  McGuUough  v.  AUen,  3  iJ.  10.  Wilson  v. 
Bamiltony  9  Serg.  cfe  Rondels  R.  424.  Simawea/oer  v.  Stoever^  1 
Watts  <b  Serg.  R.  160.  ShotvoeU  v.  Sedam,  3  Ohio  R.  5.  Chapin 
V.  Sill^  1  R.  I.  R.  446.)  But  it  is  held  that  it  must  expr^dy 
appear  by  the  will,  or  the  implication  ought  strongly  to  appear  by 
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the  infitrument,  that  it  was  the  husband's  intention  that  the  wife 
should  not  have  both  the  testamentary  provision  and  her  dower. 
(^Kennedy  v.  NedrcWy  2  DaZl,  R,  418.  Hamilton  v.  BuckwaUer^ 
2  Yeaiesi*  R.  389.  McCullough  v.  AUen^  3  ib.  10.  Jackson  v. 
ChurchiU,  7  Caw,  R.  287.) 

In  some  of  the  states  it  is  provided  by  statute,  however,  that 
every  devise  to  the  wife  of  the  testator,  unless  otherwise  expressed, 
18  to.be  construed  in  lien  of  dower.  Such  is  the  law  in  Mississippi, 
Missouri,  Ohio,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  North  Carolina,  Ala- 
bama, New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  Minnesota,  although  the 
widow  may  dissent  from  the  devise  within  a  limited  time,  and  she 
can  in  no  instance  enjoy  both  unless  it  clearly  appears  to  be  the 
intention  of  the  testator.  {Vide  Thompson  v.  Egbert^  2  Han*, 
[N.  J.l  R.  460.  Crane  v.  Crane,  17  Pick.  R.  422.  AUen  v. 
Pray,  3  Fairf.  R.  138.  StUley  v.  Folger,  14  Ohio  R.  610.  ffil- 
liard  v.  Binfidd,  10  Ala.  R.  977.  Reid  v.  Campbdl,  Meigs*  R. 
378.  McDaniel  v.  Douglas,  6  Humph.  R.  220.  Lewis  v.  Zeuois^ 
7  Ired.  R.  72.  Hinton  v.  Hinton,  6  ib.  274.  Welch  v.  Anderson, 
2S  Miss.  R.  293.    Vide  also  the  statutes  of  the  several  states.) 

In  New  York  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower,  unless  the  pro- 
vision be  expressly  made  in  lieu  of  dower,  or  be  so  repugnant  to 
the  other  provisions  of  the  will  that  they*  cannot  stand  together. 
{Sandfard  v.  Jackson,  10  Paige's  Ch.  R.  266.  Fuller  v.  Tates,  8 
ib.  325.  Lewis  v.  Smith,  9  iV^.  T.  R.  502.  Lasher  v.  Lasher,  13 
Barb.  R.  106.)  And  when  the  provision  is  in  lieu  of  dower,  the 
widow  has  one  year  in  which  to  make  her  election.  The  fact  that 
specific  provisions  made  for  the  wife  by  the  will  exceed  the  value 
of  her  dower  right  is  no  reason  for  implying  that  the  testator 
intended  to  bar  her  dower  in  the  residue.  {Mills  v.  Mills,  28  Barb. 
R.  464.)  The  intention  of  the  testator,  as  gathered  from  the 
whole  instrument,  governs  as  to  the  question  whether  a  legacy  to 
the  wife  is  in  lieu  of  dower.  K  it  is  apparent  that  to  allow  the 
widow  dower  and  the  legacy  in  addition  thereto  would  defeat  or 
materially  lessen  the  allotments  to  all  or  any  of  the  devisees  or 
legatees,  the  court  will  require  tlie  widow  to  elect.  {Dodge  v. 
Dodge,  31  Barb.  R.  413.)  And  a  similar  doctrine  is  held  in  New 
Jersey.     {White  v.  WJiite,  1  Harr.  R.  202.) 

A  devise  of  all  the  testator's  property,  real  or  personal,  during 
widowhood,  or  during  widowhood  and  the  minority  of  children, 
and  then  to  be  divided  among  the  children  was  held  not  to  be  a 
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devise  in  lien  of  dower,  so  as  to  put  the  widow  to  her  election. 
{Sandford  v.  Jackson^  10  Paige'^  €h.  B.  266.  Churdi  v.  BaU,  2 
Dmio's  R.  430.) 

If  the  husband  in  his  will  gives  a  legacy  to  his  wife  on  condition 
that  she  releases  her  dower,  if  she  elect  to  take  her  legacy,  and 
there  is  a  deficiency  of  atoets  to  pay  all  the  legacies,  her  legacy  will 
not  abate.  This  is  upon  the  principle  that  a  devise  implies  a  con- 
sideration. {Morgan  v.  Edwards^  1  Dovo,  &  Claris  R.  104.  Smith 
V.  Kiniakem^  4  Johns.  Ch,  R.  9.  AdsU  v.  Adsit,  2  ii,  448.  Wood  v, 
Lee^  5  Mon.  R.  68.  Bailey  v.  Uuncan^  4  tJ.  265.  Burrifl^ 
V.  Bradyl,  1  P.  iVfris.  R.  127.)  But  when  the  provision  is  in  lieu 
of  dower,  the  wife  must  elect,  or  she  will  be  barred.  {AxUU  v. 
Axtelly  2  Ch.  Cos.  24.  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence^  2  Veim,  R.  365. 
Sitchin  V.  Hitchin^  Prec.  Ch.  133.  Gaiter  v.  Hancock^  2  Atk.  R. 
427.  Tinney  v.  Tinney^  5  ih.  8.  Indedon  v.  Norihcote^  Ih.  436. 
Ayres  v.  Willis^  1 T^*.  -ff .  230.  Charles  v.  Andrews^  9  J/i^/.  -ff.  152. 
Bronghton  v.  Erington^  7  -ffro.  P.  (7.  12.  Herbert  v.  IFr^i,  7 
CrancKs  R.  370.  jBZwn^  v.  Z^g,  5  Cl^KV  7?.  481.  Roberts  v.  ^SmiVA, 
1 4Si;?i.  cj&  Stu.  R.  513.  Dickson  v.  Robinson^  Jacob'^s  Ch.  R.  503. 
Rowley  v.  Dickson^  3  i?t^«*.  7?.  192.  F^dle  afao  Collins  v.  Carman, 
5  JIfc?.  i?.  603.)  Where  the  legacy  is  in  lieu  of  dower  the  legatee 
is  not  compellable  to  contribute  with  the  other  legacies  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  due  from  the  estate.  {Lord  v.  Lord^  23'  Conn.  R. 
327.)  But  the  legatee  in  such  case  must  contribute  with  all  other 
legacies  to  make  up  the  share  of  a  post-testamentary  child  not  pro- 
vided for  in  the  will.  {Mitchell  v.  Blain,  6  Paige*s  Ch.  R.  588.) 
The  l^atee,  however,  is  treated  as  a  purchaser  in  such  a  case,  and 
is  entitled  to  all  the  incidents  resulting  from  that  relation.  {Tifl 
V.  Porter,  8  iT.  Y.  R.  522.) 

Where  the  widow  elects  to  take  the  testamentary  provision 
in  lieu  of  dower,  she  takes  the  estate  devised  subject  to  all  contin- 
gent charges  upon  it.  {Copp  v.  Hersey,  11  Posterns  R.  317.)  The 
widow  may  renounce  the  provision  made  for  her  in  lieu  of  dower, 
which  has  the  effect  to  surrender  her  right  to  the  heirs  or  devisees 
of  her  husband ;  and  she  may  make  this  renunciation  upon  the 
condition  that  she  die  within  the  period  of  one  year  from  the  death 
of  her  husband,   {MoCallister  v.  Brand,  11  B.  Mon.  R.  325, 370.) 

The  intention  of  the  testator  is  the  pole-star  in  all  these  cases, 
as  in  all  others  which  arise  under  wills ;  and  this  intention  mnst 
be   collected   from  the  dispositions  of  the  estate  in  the  vilL 
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{Arnold  v.  Hermtead^  Ambler^s  Ji.  730.    Wake  v.  Wdke^  8  Bro,  Ch. 

JR.  255.    Boynton  v.  Boynton^  1  ib.  445.)    It  is  doubtful  whether 

it  must  not  appear  from  the  terms  of  the  will  that  the  testator 

intended  the  devise  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower.    But  this  is  said  to  be 

at  least  certain,  that  the  implication  that  the  wife  shall  not  have 

both  the  devise  and  dower,  must  be  strong  and  necessary  before  the 

i¥idow  will  be  put  to  her  election.    {Foster  v.  Cooky  3  Brovm^a 

Ch.  B.  847.    French  v.  Davis^  2  Veaey'a  B.  572.)    And  it  has 

been  held  that  a  widow  shall  in  no  case  be  forced  to  make 

her  election  until  an  account  is  taken  and  it  is  ascertained  out 

of  what  estate  she  is  dowable.    {HaU  y.  SaUj  2  JUc  Cordis  Ch. 

Ji.   280.      And  vide  .  Birmingham  v.   Elrwan^   1  Schoolers    cfe 

JOefroy^s  B.  444,  452.     Chdlmera  v.  Storil^  2  Vesey  dk  Beames* 

B.  222.     Vide  aUo  Beeve^a  Domestic  Bdations^  Zd  ed.  116-122.) 

In  the  older  cases  the  disposition  to  reject  evidence  of  the 

testator's  intention  foreign  to  the  will  is  much  more  emphatically 

expressed  than  in  the  modem  ones.    But,  notwithstanding  the 

older  decisions  to  the  contrary,  tlie  better  opinion  seems  to  be  that 

evidence  extraneous  to  the  will  is  admissible,  in  general,  to  show 

the  intention  of  the  testator,  where  it  cannot  be  gathered  from  the 

instrument  itself.    {Dntce  v.  Denniaon^  6  Vea.  B.  385.    PuUehey 

V.  Darlington^  1  Bro.  Ch.  B.  118.) 

Upon  general  principles,  it  may  be  afBrmed  that  the  right  of  the 
wife  to  dower  in  the  estate  of  her  husband  cannot  be  absolutely 
and  effectually  barred  by  any  testamentary  or  other  provision 
without  her  consent. 

§  409.  It  may  be  remarked  that,  though  the  wife's  dower  may 
be  barred  by  a  jointure,  yet  her  antenuptial  covenant  in  a  marriage 
settlement  never  to  claim  dower  will  not  have  that  effect,  even 
tI\ough  it  contain  an  agreement  that  it  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of 
any  action  of  dower,  unless  the  consideration  on  which  the  covenant 
was  founded  has  been  performed.  Thus,  when,  by  an  antenuptial 
indenture,  the  husband  settled  an  annuity  on  the  wife  for  her  life, 
and  she  covenanted  never  to  claim  dower  in  his  estate,  and  he 
afterward  died  insolvent,  it  was  held  that  the  covenant  could  not 
be  set  up  by  way  of  defense  to  her  claim  of  dower ;  for,  being  of  a 
future  interest,  it  was  not  technically  a  release,  and  the  consider- 
ation or  condition  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  not 
having  been  performed,  it  could  not  operate  either  as  an  estoppel 
or  by  way  of  rebutter.    (1  Greerd.  Cruiae,  203,  dtvng  Haati/nga  v. 

72 
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Dichinaon^  7  Mass.  R.  153.     Oibsan  v.  Otbeorij  15  il.  106,  110. 
Vance  v.  Vance,  8  Shepl.  H.  364.) 

It  is  not  esBential  that  the  lands  intended  and  secured  as  a 
jointure  should  be  free  of  incumbrance ;  for  if  the  incumbrance  is 
paid  off,  the  jointure  remains  good ;  and  if  the  wife  is  evicted,  she 
may  claim  her  dower ;  otherwise  her  dower  is  barred  or  prevented 
{Ambler  v.  Norton^  4  Hen.  <&  Munf.  li.  23.)  Or,  there  is  a  proviso 
in  the  statute  27  Henry  VIII,  ch,  10,  §  7,  which  has  been  adopted 
in  most  if  not  all  of  the  United  States,  where  the  common  law 
doctrine  of  dower  is  recognized :  "  That  if  any  such  woman  be  lav- 
fully  expidsed  or  evicted  from  her  said  jointure,  or  from  any  part 
thereof,  without  any  fraud  or  covin,  by  lawful  entry,  or  by  discon- 
tinuance of  her  husband ;  then  every  such  «voman  shall  be  endowed 
of  as  much  of  the  residue  of  her  husband's  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments, whereof  slie  was  dowable,  as  the  same  land  and  tenements 
so  evicted  and  expulsed,  shall  amount  or  extend  unto ;"  and  this  is 
adopted  as  the  rule  where  the  common  law  doctrine  with  respect 
to  dower  prevails.     (AfnMer  v.  Norton,  supra.) 

If  the  wife  is  evicted  of  her  jointure  lands,  she  will  have  dower 
in  other  lands  of  her  husband.  The  eflfect  of  eviction  is  to  remit 
her  to  her  dower  ^<?  tanto  /  if  the  value  of  the  dower  be  greater 
than  that  of  the  jointure,  she  can  recover  only  the  amount  of  the 
latter;  and  if  the  jointure  be  greater,  she  can  only  recover  to 
the  amount  of  her  dower ;  and  she  will  only  be  permitted  to  hold 
tjie  lands  recovered  during  life,  though  the  jointure  might  have  been 
settled  in  fee  or  in  tail.  (1  Greenl.  Cruiee,  202.  Hastings  v. 
Dickenson.  ^^Mass.  R.  153.  Ambler  v.  Norton,  4  Hen.  cfe  Munf, 
R.  23.)  The  consequences  of  eviction  of  equitable  jointure  8eem 
to  be  the  same  as  if  it  were  legal.  The  widow,  also,  in  case  of 
eviction,  may  avail  herself  of  any  remedies  she  may  have  against 
her  husband's  assets,  by  covenant  or  otherwise.  (Amhler  v  Norton, 
supra.) 

§  410.  When  a  jointure  is  settled  on  a  woman  before  marriage, 
it  so  far  resembles  dower,  that  it  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  aliena- 
tion of  the  husband  alone,  or  be  charged  with  any  incumbrances 
created  by  him  after  the  miarriage. 

A  jointure  is  in  several  cases  more  favored  in  law  than  dower, 
and  there  are  many  things  which  bar  dower,  and  act*  of  the  wife 
by  which  she  forfeits  her  claim  to  dower,  which  do  not  prevent  her 
from  enforcing  her  jointure.    It  is,  however,  expressly  enacted  in 
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some  of  the  American  States  that  a  jointure,  devise,  or  other  pro- 
vision in  lieu  of  dower,  shall  be  forfeited  by  any  cause  which 
'would  be  a  forfeiture  of  the  dower  at  common  law. 

A  general  devise  of  other  lands,  or  of  personal  property,  by  a 
Iinsband  to  his  wife,  will  not,  independent  of  any  statutory  pro- 
vision to  the  contrary,  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  jointure  settled  on  the 
-wife  either  before  or  after  marriage.    {Grove  v.  Hook^  4  Bro,  P. 
<7.  593.)    If,  however,  a  devise  was  made  expressly  in  bar  of  a 
jointure,  or  it  should  appear  from  any  circumstances  in  the  wiU 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  devise  was  meant 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the.  jointure,  the  court  would  probably  compel 
the  jointress  to  make  her  election,  in  analogy  with  the  cases  in 
-which  a  devise  has  been  held  a  satisfaction  of  dower.    Mr.  Cruise 
refers  to  one  case  where  there  was  a  deficiency  in  a  jointure,  and 
the  husband  having  devised  lands  to  the  jointress  for  her  life, 
and  also  a  sum  of  money,  such  devise  and  bequest  were  held  to  be 
a  satisfaction  for  the  deficiency  of  the  jointure,    (Moniague  v. 
Maxwell^  4  Bro,  P,  G.  598.)    He  does  not  seem,  however,  to  be 
Tery  well  satisfied  with  the  doctrine  of  the  case,  and  suggests  that 
it  is  not  reconcilable  to  some  other  cases.    (1  Greenl.  Gruise,  221.) 
Although  a  jointure  be  very  unequal,  and  much  in  favor  of  the 
wife,  yet  the  court  will  not  relieve  against  it.    ( Whitfield  v.  Tay- 
lor, Shower^s  Pari.  Gas,  20.    Wickerly  v.  Wickerly^  2  P.  Wms.  E. 
619.    Vide  aUo  Prime  v.  StMing^  2  Ves.  R.  409.) 

In  many  respects  a  jointure  and  a  devise  in  lieu  of  dower  stand 
upon  the  same  footing.  Indeed,  a  provision  for  this  wife  by  will 
is  often  called  a  jointure,  and  was  originally  upheld  as  a  bar  to 
dower,  as  being  within  the  equity  and  reason  of  the  statute  of  uses, 
which  establishes  jointures.  (1  SiUiard  on  Real  Property^  305.) 
A  jointure  is  oi:dinarily  settled  lefore  marriage,  and  a  devise  takes 
effect  after  it  is  ended  by  death.  They  are,  therefore,  held  to 
stand  on  substantially  the  same  ground.  ( Vernon^s  case,  4  Goke^s 
R,  4.)  There  is  this  difference,  however,  as  we  have  before  seen, 
that  a  jointure,  to  be  binding  on  the  wife,  must,  in  general,  be 
made  before  marriage,  and  a  provision  for  her  after  marriage  may 
be  accepted  or  rejected  by  the  wife  at  her  election.  (  Tide  Prank 
V.  Prank,  3  Myl.  dk  Gr.  R.  171.) 

§  411.  With  respect  to  the  provision  made  for  the  wife  after 
marriage,  it  has  been  held  that  the  same  will  never  be  construed 
by  implication  to  be  in  lien  of  dower  or  the  interest  the  Jaw  may 
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give  her  in  the  personal  property  not  dispoeed  of  by  the  Imsband; 
and  the  provision  must  be  fully  enjoyed  by  the  wife  in  order  to  bar 
her  dower.    Where,  by  an  antenuptial  agreeipent,  a  provision  is 
made  that  the  husband  shall  provide  by  will  for  an  annuity  to  his 
widow  for  her  life,  with  an  interest  in  a  certain  part  of  his  real  estate, 
in  lieu  of  dower  or  any  portion  of  his  estate,  and  the  husband  bj 
will  gives  her  an  annuity  only  during  her  widowhood,  he  has  failed 
to  perform  his  part,  and  his  widow  is  not  precluded  from  claiming 
the  property  which  by  statute  is  to  be  set  apart  to  her  use.    And 
it  is  held  that  the  fact  that  she  is  in  possession  of  the  real  estate 
and  some  personal  property  held  by  her  before  marriage,  and 
secured  to  her  by  the  agreement,  claiming  to  hold  them  under  it, 
will  not  prevent  her  from  asserting  her  right.     {SAeldon  v.  JBliitj 
8  iT.  Y.  a.  31.)    This  is  upon  the  principle  that  the  wife  has  a 
right  to  look  to  a  performance  and  not  to  the  mere  covenant  of  ber 
husband  as  a  consideration  of  relinquishing  daima  upon  her  hus- 
band's estate,  which  would  be  eiffected  by  his  death. 

The  right  to  dower  being  in  itself  a  clear  legal  right,  an  intent 
by  a  testator  to  exclude  it,  or  that  it  should  be  relinquished,  must 
be  demonstrated  by  express  words  or  by  manifest  implication.  In 
order  to  exclude  it,  the  will  itself  should  contain  a  provision  incon- 
sistent with  the  assertion  of  such  legal  right.  (Leonard  v.  St&ik^ 
4  Barb  £.  20,  22.  Binningh^im  v.  Kirwan^  2  Scho,  db  Lef,  i?. 
452.)  But  when  it  clearly  appears  from  a  will  that  tlie  testator 
has  distributed  the  residue  of  his  property,  after  making  provision 
for  his  widow,  amongst  his  children  or  other  persons,  in  such  pro- 
portions as  he  considered  them  entitled  to ;  and  tliat,  to  allow  the 
widow  to  take  both  the  provision  of  the  will  and  her  dower  out  of 
the  estate,  would  defeat,  or  materially  lessen,  the  allotments  to  all 
or  any  of  the  devisees  or  legatees,  the  intention  of  the  t^tator  not 
to  give  her  both  the  provision  and  dower  out  of  his  estate  is  plainly 
manifested,  and  the  court  should  require  the  widow  to  elect  which 
she  will  take.    {Dodge  v.  Dodge^  31  Barb,  JR.  413.) 

Again,  it  has  been  decided  that  where  a  testator  devised  his  red 
and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  during  her  life,  or  so  long  as  she 
should  remain  his  widow,  and  after  her  decease  or  remarriage,  to 
his  children,  and  the  widow,  having  survived  him,  entered  and 
occupied- under  the  will  for  several  years,  and  then  married  a 
second  husband,  she  was  entitled  to  dower.  The  widow's  claim 
of  dower  is  regarded  with  favor  by  the  courts,  and  she  will  not  bo 
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deprived  of  it  by  accepting  a  testamentary  provision  in  her  favor, 
when  it  is  doabtful  whether  or  not  the  testator  intended  she  should 
have  both.  The  principle  is  reiterated  that,  in  order  that  the  pro- 
vision bar  her  dower,  the  testator  must  declare  his  intention  in 
terms  that  it  shall,  or  the  other  provisions  of  the  will  must  be 
totally  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  dower.  {Church  v.  BvUy  2 
Denio's  R.  430.) 

So  also  where  a  testator  devised  all  his  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  his  wife  and  to  two  other  persons,  to  be  kept  for  her  use 
and  support  as  long  as  she  should  continue  his  widow,  and  until 
his  youngest  child  should  become  of  age,  and  then  directed  that  all 
his  property  should  be  divided  equally  among  his  children ;  and 
she  survived  the  testator  and  afterward  married  a  second  time,  it 
was  held  that  the  devise  in  her  favor  was  not  inconsistent  with  her 
claim  of  dower  in  the  testator's  real  estate,  after  his  youngest  child 
arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  that  her  acceptance  of  the 
devise  was  no  bar  to  her  claim  of  dower.  {Sar^crd  v.  Jackson,  10 
Paige's  Ch.  B.  266.) 

But  the  provision  made  for  the  widow  under  a  trust  vesting  the 
entire  legal  estate  in  trustees,  is  inconsistent  with  a  right  of  dower, 
and  in  such  a  case  the  widow  is  bound  to  elect  which  she  will  take. 
{JSavage  v.  Bumham,  17  iT.  Y.  B.  661.) 

The  assignment  of  something  to  the  wife  in  lieu  of  dower,  with 
her  consent  and  acceptance,  must  be  of  some  part  of  the  lands  of 
which  she  is  dowable,  or  a  rent  issuing  out  of  them,  and  for  such 
an  interest  as  may  endure  for  her  life,  or  the  same  will  be  no  bar 
to  her  claim  of  dower.  In  order  to  bar  the  widow  of  her  action 
for  dower,  when  rent  has  been  assigned  with  her  consent,  and 
accepted  by  her,  it  must  appear  that  the  rent  will  endure  for  her 
life.     (11  ^arJ.  ^.  574,  580.) 

Where  a  testator  by  his  will  makes  a  provision  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife,  and  directs  that  such  provision  shall  be  received  by  her  in 
lien  of  all  her  dower  or  thirds  in  his  real  or  personal  estate,  these 
words  are  not  to  be  limited  and  restrained  to  the  lands  of  which  the 
testator  was  seised,  but  comprehend  all  the  lands  of  which  the  tes- 
tator was  seised  during  the  marriage,  and  in  which  his  wife  might 
be  entitled  to  dower,  so  as  to  put  the  widow  to  her  election  between 
the  provisions  of  the  will  and  her  dower  in  lands  conveyed  away 
by  the  testator  during  coverture.  {Palmer  v.  VoorhiSj  36  Barb. 
B.  479.) 
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A  devise  of  the  testator's  whole  estate  to  his  widow  for  life,  with 
remainders  over,  is  not  a  provision  in  lieu  of  dower,  unless  such 
intention  be  implied  from  other  terms  of  the  will ;  and  the  widow 
under  such  a  provision  in  the  State  of  New  York,  may  take  one- 
third  of  the  estate  as  doweress  and  the  residue  as  devisee.    {Ltids 
V.  Smithy  9  N.  T.  li,  502.)    That  the  provision  by  will  in  lieu  of 
dower  must  be  positive  and  unconditional,  and  clearly  intended  to 
be  in  lieu  of  dower,  in  order  to.  bar  the  widow  of  her  dower  or 
drive  her  to  her  election,  is  well  settled  by  a  long  current  of  authori- 
ties, both  English  and  American.     (  Vide  Hdldrich  v.  Hcldriek,  S 
Tou,  <6  CM,  R.  18.    Lord  v.  Lord^  23  C(mn,  R,  327.     CcuiareT. 
Caetore^  2  liich.  Eq.  JR.  23.     Buist  v.  Dawes,  5  tb.  281.    Higgin- 
hotliam  V.  ComweU,  8  Gratt.  R.  83.     Oa/w  v.  Huffman,  12  ib, 
628.     Thomas  v.  Wood,  1  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  296.     Bailey  v.  Boyee,  4 
JStrobh.  £q.  R.  84.    Cornell  v.  Ham,  2  lotffa  R,  662.    Clark  v.  Grif- 
jith,  4  ih,  406.    Sturgis  v.  Ewing,  18  III.  R.  176.    Borland  v. 
Nichols,  12  Penn.  R.  38.    Morris  v.  Clark,  2  Stockt.  R.  51.    Van 
Arsdale  v.  Van  Arsdale,  2  Dutch.  R.  404.    FuUon  v.  Fulton.  30 
Miss.  R.  686.     Gibson  v.  (Gibson,  17  JSng.  L.  <&  Eg.  R.  349.    War- 
burton  V.  Warburton,  23  ib.  415.     Pa/rker  v.  Sowerby,  27  iJ.  154. 
Rathhone  v.  Dychmam,,  3  Paiges  Ch.  R.  9.    TF<w>rf  v.  TFoorf,  5  iJ. 
596.    Fuller  v.  Yates,  8  tJ.  326.     Havens  v.  Havens,  1  Sand.  Ch. 
R.  324.    Zoster  v.  Lasher,  13  ^^J.  i?.  106.     7b6i<u  v.  Ketcham^ 
36  i5.  304.) 

In  South  Carolina  it  has  been  held  that  a  widow's  acceptance  of 
her  distributive  share  of  the  personalty  of  her  husband  dying 
intestate,  bars  her  dower  in  both  the  realty  aliened  and  in  which 
he  was  seised  at  the  time  of  his  death.  •  {Evans  v.  Pierson,  9  Rick 
Law  R.  9.) 

§  412.  Dower  will  be  defeated  by  a  sale  of  real  estate  after  the 
marriage,  under  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  rendered  against 
the  husband  prior  to  -the  marriage,  even  when  sought  to  be 
recovered  by  an  action  at  law.  So  held  upon  the  authority  of 
Kent,  that  "  as  a  general  principle,  it  may  be  observed  that  the 
wife's  dower  is  liable  to  be  defeated  by  every  subsisting  claim  or 
incumbrance,  in  law  or  equity,  existing  before  the  inception  of  the 
title,  and  which  would  have  defeated  the  husband's  seisin."  (ifr 
Clure  V.  Harris,  12  B.  Mon.  R.  261.  StriUing  v.  Ross,  16  lU.  B. 
122.  Trustees  of  the  Poor  of  Qiieen  Annexe  County  v.  PraU,  10 
Md.  R.  6.    Mantz  v.  Bucha/nan,  1  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  202.    Brawn 
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V.  WiUiamSj  31  Maine  R.  403.  Olough  v.  ElUott,  3  Foster^a 
JR.  182.  Sandfcrrd  v.  McLean,  3  Pai^^^s'*  C%.  ^.  117.  /Sbo^^  v. 
Howard^  3  J?arJ.  ^.  319.)  The  same  doctrine  is  more  broadly 
affirmed  by  Judge  Sherman,  in  a  case  in  the  Ohio  supreme  court, 
where  he  says,  in  speaking  of  the  widow's  right  of  dower :  "  Her 
estate  is  but  a  part  of  his,  is  derived  from  him,  and  must  be  subject 
to  all  incumbrances  existing  against  it  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
or  the  acquisition  by  the  husband.  The  husband  can,  by  no  act 
of  his,  destroy  or  affect  her  right  of  dower  where  it  has  once 
attached,  but  it  only  attaches  when  he  has  a  real  beneficial 
interest  in  the  lands  of  which  dower  is  claimed."  {Greene  v. 
Greene,  1  Ohio  R.  535,  542.)  Dower  is  likewise  barred  by  a  valid 
Bale  and  conveyance  of  land,  by  the  proper  officer,  for  the  non- 
payment of  taxes.    {Jones  v.  Devore,  8  Ohio  St.  R,  430.) 

So,  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  dower  will  be  defeated  where 
the  estate  of  the  husband  is  conditional,  and  is  defeated  or  deter- 
mined by  re-entry  on  account  of  non-performance  of  the  condition 
by  the  husband.  This  must  be  the  natural  consequence  arising  out 
of  the  nature  of  such  an  estate.  The  same  act  which  conveys  the 
estate  to  the  husband  creates  in  the  wife  the  only  right  of  dower 
which  she  can  claim.  The  dower  right  in  the  wife  is  an  incident, 
merely,  of  the  conditional  estate  of  the  husband,  and  it  would  seem 
to  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence  that  it  should  itself  be  condi- 
tional.   {Beardslee  v.  Bedrdslee,  5  Baa^h  R.  324, 333.) 

Although  the  policy  of  tlie  law  has  always  been  to  preserve  with 
great  care  the  right  of  dower,  when  it  has  once  attached  to  the 
property  of  the  husband,  yet  it  has  never  gone  so  far  as  to  attach 
the  right  of  dower  to  property  other  than  the  husband's.  Whilst 
it  is  reasonable  that,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  husband,  a  support 
for  the  wife  should  be  provided  out  of  his  estate,  it  is  neither 
reasonable  nor  legal  that  such  support  should  be  provided  out  of 
the  property  and  rights  of  others.  In  order  to  avoid  this,  it  has 
been  found  necessary  that  the  right  of  dower  should  attach  subject 
to  all  equities  that  may  exist  against  the  title  of  the  husband  at 
the  time  it  attaches.  The  right  of  dower  arises  alone  upon  the 
title  of  the  husband,  and  cannot  be  higher  or  more  extensive  than 
it.  Therefore,  it  has  been  held,  that  where  the  legal  title  is  in  the 
husband,  and  the  equitable  title  in  another,  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, no  right  of  dower  attaches  as  against  such  equitable  title ; 
and  when  the  equitable  title  is  asserted,  the  right  of  dower  is 
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defeated.    {Fireston-e  v,  Firestone^  2  Ohio  SL  li.  415.     Hawlingi 
V.  Adama^  7  J/S.  i?.  26.    ^(?w^  v.  Berry ^  3  Jfrf.  CA.  2?eri>.  3511)    . 

§  413.  As  a  general  rule,  a  divorce  a  vin<yido  matrimonii  bars 
the  wife's  claim  to  dower,  for  it  is  said  that  the  party  claimiDg 
dower  must  have  been  the  wife  at  the  death  of  the  husband. 
{Burdioh  v.  Briggs^  11  Wis.  li.  126.    Dobson  v.  ButUr^  17  Miss, 
,    i?.  87.)    This  would  seeip  to  be  a  very  proper  rule,  where,  as  in 
the  States  of  Massachusetts  and  New  York,  it  is  limited  to  a  case 
of  divorce  a  vinculo  for  the  misconduct  of  the  wife,  or  on  convic- 
tion of  adultery  on  a  bill  Jby  the  husband  for  a  divorce.     {Davd  v. 
Jloxoland^  14  Mass.  R,  219.    Lahin  v.  Lahin^  2  Allen's  B.  45. 
Wait  y.  Wait^  4  ]V.  Y.  R.  25.)    But  it  is  more  questionable,  when 
it  is  earned  to  the  extent  of  depriving  the  wife  of  her  dower, 
when  she  has  obtained  a  decree  for  a  divorce  a  vinctdo  matri- 
m^onii,  for  the  adultery  of  her  husband.     ( Wait  v.  Waity  4  Bar^. 
B.  192.     Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6  Buer's  E.  102,  153.     Bice  v. 
Lumley,  10  Ohio  St.  B.  596.)    In  such  a  case,  however,  the  dower 
is  not  lost  by  way  of  forfeiture,  but  because  the  woman  cannot  be 
considered  the  widow  of  the  man  from  whom  she  has  been  abso- 
lutely divorced.    By  the  decree,  the  marriage  between  the  parties 
is  dissolved,  and  each  party  freed  from  the  obligations  thereof 
Besides,  in  such  cases,  as  a  general  rule,  the  court  is  required  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  provide,  not  only  for  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  but  a  suitable  allowance  for' the  support  of  the  com- 
plainant for  life,  and  to  give  security  therefor.    And  the  divorced 
wife  is  also  at  liberty  to  marry  again,  to  seek  another  protector, 
to  become  the  doweress  of  the  lands  of  another.    In  tiiis  view, 
there  is,  perhaps,  nothing  unjust  or  harsh  in  the  rule,  when  car- 
ried to  its  logical  consequence,  which  deprives  tlie  wife  of  her 
dower  in  the  lands  of  the  man  from  whom  she  is  absolutely 
divorced,  whichever  party  may  have  applied  for  the  divorce. 

It  seems  that  an  absolute  divorce  will  deprive  the  vdk  of  her 
dower,  as  well  when  it  is  granted  by  legislative  enactment  as  by  • 
the  decree  of  a  competent  court.  {Levins  v.  Sleator,  2  Greene  i 
[Iowa]  B.  604.)  And  a  decree  of  divorce  unappealed  from  and 
unreversed,  has  been  held  to  be  an  absolute  bar  of  the  wife's  dower 
in  her  divorced  husband's  property.  {Miltimore  v.  MiUimorey  40 
Penn.  B.  151.)  { 

In  the  State  of  Ohio  it  is  held  that  a  divorce  in  another  state, 
for  wiUful  abandonment  by  the  husband,  is  no  bar  of  dower  in 
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Ohio  lands ;  and  this  is  undoubtedly  the  rule  in  all  of  the  states 
^vhere  willful  abandonment  is  not  a  legal  cause  for  an  absolute 
divorce..   {Mansfield  v.  Mclntyrey  10  Ohio  H.  27.) 

Says  Bishop,  in  his  treatise  upon  the  law  of  marriage  and  divorce : 
**  The  common  law  of  this  country  is  clearly  established,  that  no 
Tvoman  can  have  dower  in  her  husband's  lands  unless  the  coverture 
^was  continuing  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  reason  appears  to 
be  that,  as  the  English  common  law  never  recognized  any  right  of  ' 
dower  unless  the  woman  were  covert  when  the  husband  died,  our 
courts  cannot  create  such  a  right  in  her  by  construction,  merely 
because,  in  consequence  of  a  legislative  enactment,  she  is  found  in 
circumstances  unknown  to  the  common  law."  (2  Bish.  on  Mar.  and 
JXv.  §  706,  referring  to  Given  v.  Marr^  27  Maine  R,  212.  Mo- 
CaffeHy  v.  McCafferty,  8  Blackf.  R.  218.  CUrk  v.  Clark,  6  Watts 
cfe  Serg.  R.  83,  88.  Cunningham  v.  Cunningham^  2  Ind.  R.  233. 
Whitsell  Y.Mills,  6  ib.,  229.  Miltimare  \.Miltimo7e,  4:0  Penn. 
R.  151.  Burdick  v.  Briggs,  11  Wis.  R.  126.  Rice  v.  LumUy,  10 
Ohio  St.  R.  596.  McCraney  v.  McCraney,  5  Iowa  R.  232.) 
"  But  in  many  or  most  of  the  United  States,"  he  adds,  "  it  is  pro- 
vided by  statute  that,  when  the  wife  is  the  innocent  party,  she  shall 
be  entitled,  immediately  on  the  divorce,  to  dower  in  the  lands  of 
the  husband,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  were  dead.  In  such  cases, 
the  dower  is  not  to  be  set  oif  to  her  in  the  divorce  suit,'  but  she  is 
to  recover  it  by  the  same  process  she  would  if  he  had  died."  (2 
Rish.  on  Mar.  and  Div.  709.) 

And  in  a  late  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  it  was  held  that  a  divorce  dissolving  the  marriage  contract 
on  the  ground  of  the  adultery  of  the  husband,  does  not  deprive 
the  wife  of  her  right  of  dower  in  his  real  estate.  The  learned 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  concluded  by  saying: 
"  My  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  the  common  law  doctrine,  uii 
nvUum  matrimonii  ibi  nulla  dos,  is  not  applicable  to  a  divorce 
which  admits  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  and  dissolves  it  for  some 
subsequent  cause,  as  adultery.  It  is  conceded  that  a  divorce  under 
the  statute  has  no  retroactive  effect.  Its  operation  is  specifically 
defined.  It  has  no  other  effect  than  that  declared  by  statute. 
When  the  wife  is  the  complaining  party,  if  she  obtains  a  decree, 
the  marriage  is  so  far  dissolved  as  to  release  the  parties  from  the 
duty  of  mutual  cohabitation,  and,  so  far  as  her  own  property  is 
concerned,  the  wife  is  as  far  as  practicable  restored  to  the  position 
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in  whicli  she  stood  before  the  marriage.  But  in  respect  to  the 
husband's  property,  her  rights  are  not  clianged.  She  is  still  entitled 
to  a  support  while  the  husband 'lives,  and  her  dower  in  ease  she 
survives  him.  She  and  her  children,  alike  unoffending,  retain  the 
same  rights  as  if  her  husband  had  been  faithful  to  his  obligatious. 
His  offense  works  no  forfeiture  of  their  rights.  The  children  will 
still  inherit  as  heirs  at  law,  and  when  they  inherit  she  may  be 
endowed.  The  only  difference  is  that  they  inherit  the  lands  not 
devised  of  which  the  father  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  seised, 
while  she  is  endowed  of  all  the  lands  of  which  her  husband  was 
seised  at  any  time  during  coverture."  (  Wait  v.  Wait^  4  Hf.  Y.  JR. 
95, 109.) 

A  divorce  amensa  et  thoro^  from  bed  and  board,  does  not  at  com- 
mon law  change  the  relation  of  the  parties,  and  consequently  the 
wife  is  entitled  to  dower  in  her  deceased  husband's  estate,  the  same 
as  though  the  marriage  relation  had  not  been  disturbed.  {Kriger 
V.  Day^  2  Pick.  R.  316.  Dean  v.  Richmond^  5  iJ.  461.  Clark  v. 
Clark^  6  Watts  cfe  Serg,  R.  85.  And  vide  Potier  v.  Barclay^  15 
Ala.  R.  429.  Gee  v.  Thompson^  11  La.  An.  R.  657.)  In  some  of 
the  states,  however,  the  same  rule  with  respect  to  dower  applies  in 
cases  of  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  as  in  divorce  a  vinculo  mairi- 
moniiy  and  dower  is  barred  in  both  cases. 

In  New  York  it  has  been  held  that  the  court  has  no  authority  in 
an  action  by  the  wife  against  the  husband  for  a  divorce  a  mensa 
et  ihorOy  to  require  her  to  accept  a  gross  sum  from  her  husband  in 
lieu  of  and  in  satisfaction  of  her  dower ;  and  her  acceptance  of 
such  sum  in  the  life-time  of  her  husband  will  not  defeat  her  dower. 
{Orain  v.  Cavana^  36  Barb.  R.  410.) 

§  414.  By  the  common  law,  the  adultery  of  the  wife  bars  her  dower, 
and  in  England  it  is  held  that  her  adultery  bars  her  dower  although 
she  was  previously  driven  to  leave  her  husband  by  cruelty.  ( Wood- 
viafd  V.  DowsCy  10  Com.  Bench.  R.  [JV.  S,]  722.  The  rule,  how- 
ever, under  the  statute  of  13  Edw.  I,  ch.  34,  was,  that  "  if  a  wife 
wiUmgly  leave  her  husband,  and  go  away,  and  continue  with  her 
adulterer,  she  shall  be  barred  forever  by  an  action  to  demand 
her  dower ;"  and  this  is  still  the  rule  in  many  of  the  states,  while, 
in  several  of  the  states,  the  adultery  must  be  established  by  the 
decree  of  a  competent  court.  Indeed,  it  would  seem  that  previous 
to  the  statute  of  13  Edw.  I,  adultery  did  not  work  a  forfeiture  of 
the  wife's  dower  at  common  law.    {Reynolds  v.  Reynolds^  24 
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Wend,  R,  193-197.  Cooper  v.  Whiiney,  3  ffiirs  R.  95.  Cogs- 
well V.  TihhetU,  3  N.  E.  R.  41.  BeU  v.  Neeley,  1  Bailey's  R.  312. 
Cochrane  v.  Libby,  18  Maine  R,  39.  StigaU  v.  StigaU^  2  Brock. 
li.  256.)  But  the  statute  of  13  Edw.  I  is  understood  to  be  the 
common  law  of  the  United  States ;  and  it  was  said  by  Willes,  J., 
in  the  case  of  Woodward  v.  Dowse^  supra :  "  The  best  construction 
of  the  statute  seems  to  be,  that  the  leaving  spo7ite  is  not  the 
essence  of  the  offense  wliicli  leads  to  the  forfeiture.  It  is  enough, 
if,  having  let\;  her  husband's  house,  the  w^oman  afterward  commits 
adultery."  This  was  said  in  1861 ;  but  in  a  case  decided  in  the 
same  court  more  than  thirty  years  previous,  Tindal,  Ch.  J.,  after 
examining  the  cases  npon  the  subject,  said :  "  The  authorities, 
therefore,  above  referred  to,  place  the  forfeiture  of  the  dower  upon 
the  fact  of  a  living  from  the  husband  in  adultery,  and  not  upon  the 
circumstances  attending  the  elopement ;  and  as  we  think  the  good 
sense  and  reason  of  the  case  concur  with  these  aiithorities,  we  hold 
the  proper  construction  of  the  statute  to  be  what  the  words  still 
warrant,  that  if  a  woman  leaves  Iier  husband  with  her  own  free 
will,  and  afterward  lives  in  adultery,  the  dower  is  forfeited." 
{Uetherington  v.  Graham^  19  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  31.)  Tlie  same  doc- 
trine prevails  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  where  Ruffin,  Ch.  J., 
approved  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  Hetherington  v.  Ch'aham,^  saying 
it  ^'  is  also  a  clear  authority  and  upon  sound  reason,  that  there 
need  not  be  any  adultery,  before  the  wife  leaves  her  husband,  nor 
any  elopement  with  the  man  with  w^hora  she  afterward  commits 
adultery ;  but  that  she  is  barred  by  adultery  with  any  person, 
entu'ely  supervenient  on  a  separation  by  mutual  consent ; "  holding, 
however,  that  in  order  to  support  a  bar  to  the  claim  of  dower,  it 
must  appear  that  the  wife  wiUingly  left  her  husband ;  and  if  dHveth 
away  by  the  husband,  or  by  his  compulsion,  the  wife  does  not 
forfeit  her  dower.    (  Walters  v.  Jordan^  13  Ired,  Law.  R.  361.) 

Chief  Justice  Marshall  said :  "  The  words  '  and  go  away  and 
continue  with  her  adulterer,'  would,  I  am  inclined  to  think,  be 
satisfied  by  an  open  state  of  adultery,  whether  thd  woman  resided 
in  the  same  house  with  her  adulterer,  or  in  separate  houses; 
whether  in  her  own  or  a  friend's  house,  or  in  his ;  whether  with  or 
without  the  ceremony  of  marriage."  {StigaU  v.  StigaU^  2  Broch. 
R.  256,  260.)  But,  on  the  contrary,  it  was  early  held  by  the 
superior  court  of  New  Hampshire  that  the  wife  does  not  forfeit 
her  right  of  dow^er  by  committing  adultery,  unless  she  elopes  with 
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the  adulterer;  {CogaweU  v.  TibhettSy  3  iT.  JT.  5.41.)  And,  as  was 
before  shown,  in  New  York  and  Massachusetts,  elopement  with  an 
adulterer  is  not  a  bar  'to  dower,  unless  followed  by  a  divorce. 
{Eeynolds  v.  Reynolds^  24  Wend.  li.  193.  Zakin  v.  Lahin^  2 
Attends  JS.  45.)  The  rule  is  the  same  in  Ehode  Island.  (Bryan  t. 
JSatchdlerj  6  7?.  /.  H.  543.)  It  is  nowhere  held  that  mere  separa- 
tion, however  unjustifiable,  without  adultery,  will  prevent  dower; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  it  has  been  expressly  held  that  it  will  not 
have  that  effect.  (Thayer  y.  Thayer,  14  Vt.  E.  107.)  In  the 
State  of  Alabama,  dower  has  been  refused  where  both  parties  had 
been  guilty  of  adultery,  but  no  divorce  had  taken  place.  {JFordx. 
Ford,  4  Ala.  R.  142.) 

§  415.  When  the  husband  and  wife  enter  into  a  post-nuptial 
agreement,  in  view  of  a  voluntary  separation,  whereby,  for  a  con- 
sideration which,  in  the  light  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
parties  at  the  time  the  contract  is  made,  is  fair,  reasonable  and 
just,  the  wife  relinquishes  all  claim  to  dower  in  her  husband's 
estate,  and  the  same  is  fully  executed  on  the  part  of  the  husband, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  court  will  uphold  and  enforce  the  contract 
in  equity,  and  bar  the  wife's  dower.  {Miller  v.  Miller,  16  Ohio  St. 
R.  527.)  But  an  agreement  not  under  seal  between  the  husband 
and  wife  to  live  separate  and  apart,  and  that  neither  shall  claim 
any  interest  in  the  other's  property,  is  not  a  bar  to  the  wife's 
dower.  ( Walsh  v.  Kelley,  34  Penn.  R.  §4.)  And  an  arrangement 
by  w^hich  the  husband  and  wife  separate  and  live  apart,  and  the 
husband  conveys  to  the  wife  a  separate  estate,  does  not  bar  her 
claim  to  dower.  ( WatTcina  v.  WatMns,  7  Yerg.  R.  283.)  When 
the  widow  knowingly  permits  the  purchaser  to  part  with  his  money 
for  real  estate  under  the  assurance  that  the  land  is  free  from  her 
claim  of  dower  therein,  and  she  accepts  and  enjoys  the  use  of  the 
whole  purchase-money,  as  a  bequest  under  the  will  of  her  husband, 
such  acts  on  her  part  constitute  an  estoppelin pais,  and  slie  will 
not  be  permitted  to  set  up  a  claim  to  dower  in  the  premises. 
{Wood  v.  Seely,  32  i\^.  T.  R.  105.  But  vide  Lawrence  v.  Brmim^ 
5  lb.  394.  Heth  v.  Coche,  1  Rand.  R.  344.)  The  heirs  of  a  gnuitor 
cannot  set  up  against  a  claim  of  dower  by  his  widow,  their 
liability  to  the  grantee  upon  a  covenant  of  warranty  in  a  deed  of 
the  land  in  which  the  dower  is  sought.  {Hill  v.  Golden,  16  B. 
Mon.  R.  551.)  And  the  plea  that  the  defendant  had  a  large  claim 
against  the  husband,  who  owned  a  large  personal  estate  at  the  time 


ASSIGNMENT  OF  VOWSR.  581 

of  his  death,  which  the  widow  had  converted  to  her  own  use,  is 
not  sufficient  to  bar  the  widow's  dower.  {Kennedy  v.  McAlUey,  9 
Hick.  Law  H.  395.)  Neither  is  it  a  defense  to  the  widow's  claim 
for  dower  that  the  purchaser  bought  without  any  notice  of  such 
claim,  and  paid  a  full  consideration  for  the  property.  {Campbell 
V.  Murphy,  2  Jonea^  Eq.  R.  357.) 

Dower  is  connected  with  and  inheres  in  the  title,  of  the  heirs, 
and  that  which  bars  the  right  of  the  heirs  bars  the  widow's  right 
to  dower.  Where  the  land  of  the  deceased  husband  was  sold  under 
a  void  judgment,  and  the  possession  voluntarily  relinquished  by 
the  widow,  who  failed  to  assert  her  right  to  dower  by  suit  for 
twenty  years,  it  ivas  held  that  she  was  barred  of  her  right.  {Car- 
michad  v.  Carmichad,  5  Humph.  B,  96.)  A  similar  mle  prevails 
in  the  State  of  New  York.    {Sayre  v.  Wiener,  8  Wend.  H,  661.) 


CHAPTER  XXIX. 

ASSIGNMENT  OP  DOWKB — ^THE  WIDOW's  INTEREST  IN  THE  ESTATE  BEFORE 
ASSIGNMENT — ^PRINCIPLES  AND  MODE  OF  ADMEASUREMENT  AND  ITS 
EFFECT — ^THE  METHOD  OF  OBTAINING  THE  LAND  ASSIGNED— THE 
widow's   estate  ACQUIRBD   by  the  ASSIGNMENT. 

§  416.  Upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  right  to  dower  which 
the  wife  acquired  by  her  marriage  becomes  consummate.  But, 
unless  the  precise  portion  of  land  which  she  is  to  have  is  particu- 
larly specified  as  in  dower,  "  ad  oaiiimi  ecclesicBy^^  and  "  ex  asaensu 
patris^^  she  is  not  entitled  to  enter  upon  tier  third  or  other  part 
of  the  estate  until  her  dower  has  been  duly  assigned  to  her  by  the 
heir  or  other  competent  authority.  This  is  required,  it  is  said,  not 
only  for  notoriety  to  the  public,  or  to  the  owner  of  the  lands,  to 
enable  them  to  implead  the  tenant,  but  also  to  eiftitle  the  lord  of 
the  fee  to  demand  the  heirs'  services  in  respect  of  the  estate  so 
held.  This  consideration,  however,  is  of  no  moment  at  the  present 
day.  The  widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed  immediately  after  her 
husband's  death;  and,  strictly  speaking,  her  dower  ought  to  be 
assigned  to  her  within  forty  days  after  the  happening  of  that  event. 
In  the  mean  time  she  is  entitled,  at  common  law,  to  remain  in  her 


583  Law  op  covertubs. 

husband's  dwelling-house,  of  which  she  is  dowable,  for  the  space 
of  forty  days,  and  to  be  supported  de  honia  viri.  This  right  of 
residence  is  called  the  widow's  quarantine.  But  if  she  marry 
during  these  days,  or  depart  from  her  husband's  house,  her  right 
to  quarantine  determines. 

In  the  State  of  Maine,  the  widow,  though  entitled  to  dower,  has 
no  claim  to* occupy  any  part  of  the  estate  until  her  dower  has 
been  assigned  {Bolster  v.  Oushman^  34  Maine  H.  428) ;  while  in 
New  York  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  a  widow  may  tarry  in 
the  chief  house  of  her  husband  forty  days  after  liis  death,  whether 
her  dower  be  sooner  assigned  t6  her  or  not,  without  being  liable  to 
any  rent  for  the  same,  and  in  the  mean  time  she  shall  have  her 
reasonable  sustenance  out  of  the  estate  of  her  husband.  (1  Ji,  &, 
part  2,  ch,  1,  tit.  3,  §  17.  1  Stat,  at  Large,  693.)  And  unless  her 
dower  is  assigned  to  her  within  the  forty  days,  she  may  take 
measures  to  have  her  dower  admeasured.  (2  H.  S.  part  3,  ch.  8, 
at.  7,  §  1.  2  Stat,  at  Large,  510.  Ward  v.  ITiUs,  12  Wend. 
B.  137.)  The  widow,  after  her  quarantine  of  forty  days  has 
expired,  has  no  right  to  the  possession  of  the  premises  of  which  her 
husband  died  seised,  and  no  right  to  enter  thereon  for  her  dower 
before  it  has  been  assigned  to  her.  {Oarery  v.  TAe  People,  45 
Barb.  B.  262.)  The  widow's  quarantine,  which  was  a  provision 
originally  of  magna  chai'ta  of  England,  is  recognized  in  most  of 
the  United  States,  and  it  is  certainly  a  very  proper  and  hniuanc 
provision.  (Vide  Bank  of  U.  S.  v.  Duneeth,  10  Ohio  B.  18, 
Bamet  v.  Bamet,  15  Serg.  &  Bawle'a  B.  71.  McCuUy  v.  Smiih^ 
2  Bailey's  B.  103.) 

In  pleading  quarantine,  the  widow  must  show  with  certainty  the 
period  when  her  husb^d  died  and  the  time  of  the  forty  days  after, 
(EeUiUsby  v.  KeUiUshy,  Dyer's  B.  76.) 

§  417.  It  may  be  proper,  though  perhaps  unnecessary,  to  remark 
that  the  incipient  or  inchoate  right  of  dower  becomes  consum- 
mated and  perfected  only  upon  the  natural  death  of  the  husband. 
It  was  anciently  contended  that  the  civil  death  of  the  husband 
would  entitle  the  wife  to  her  dower,  and  that  upon  the  happening 
of  that  event,  she  could  at  once  proceed  to  have  her  dower 
admeasured.  Lord  Eldon  said :  "  In  the  case  of  abjuration,  and 
in  those  other  cases  which  amount  to  a  civil  death,  I  think  that  I 
understand  the  situation  in  which  the  wife  was  placed.  The  hns- 
band  being  civilly  dead,  the  wife  was  entitled  to  dower  of  his  land 
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in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  were  actually  dead."  {Mar^h  v. 
Hutchindon^  2  Bob.  <fi  Pull.  JR.  226-231.)  And  this  position  was 
Bupported  by  the  authority  of  Bracton  and  Fleta,  in  whose  books 
the  wife  seems  to  have  been  considered  as  equally  entitled  to  dower 
in  the  case  of  a  civil  as  of  a  natural  death.  .  The  same  doctrine 
was  intimated  in  one  case  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  where 
the  court  held  that  if  the  husband  be  banished,  he  ^^  is  considered 
as  civUiter  mortuus^  and  such  rights  as  would  have  survived  to  him 
on  the  death  of  his  wife  are  extinct,  and  gone  with  him."  (  WHgkt 
V.  Wrightj  2  Dessau.  R.  242,  2M.)  But  it  is  usually  held,  in  the 
absence  of  any  statutory  provision,  that  nothing  short  of  the 
natural  death  of  the  husband  will  entitle  the  wife  to  have  her 
dower  set  off  to  her.  (  Vide  Frazer  v.  Fletcher^  17  Ohio  JR.  260. 
Wooldridge  v.  Lucas,  7  B.  Mon.  R.  49.) 

In  several  of  the  states,  however,  the  wife  is  entitled  by  statute, 
for  certain  causee,  to  demand  her  dower  in  the  life-time  of  her 
husband.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  if  the  husband  is 
guilty  of  polygamy,  "  his  first  wife  shall,  on  his  conviction,  be 
forthwith  endowed  of  one-third  part  of  his  real  estate,  which  she 
shall  hold  as  tenant  in  dower,  the  assignment  of  which  shall  be 
made  as  prescribed  by  lav  ^^  other  cases  of  dower,  and  she  shall 
have  the  like  remedy  for  the  recovery  thereof;  and  she  shall  also, 
on  his  conviction,  be  forthwith  entitled  to  one-third  part  of  his 
personal  estate,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  husband  had  died 
intestate  and  she  had  survived  him,  which  third  part  shall  be 
divided  and  allotted,  to  her  in  the  same  manner  as  distribution  is 
made  of  the  personal  estate  of  intestates."  (1  Md.  Code,  p.  207,  §  11.) 

In  tlie  State  of  Michigan,  upon  the  conviction  of  the  husband 
for  a  felony,  whereby  he  is  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  the  term 
of  his  natural  life,  his  wife  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  he  was*  actually  dead,  (2  Comp.  Laws,  p.  957,  §  24.)  And 
the  wife  is  also  entitled  to  her  dower  in  that  -state  when  a  divorce 

m 

is  decreed  by  reason  of  the  adultery  of  the  husband.    (/5,) 

In  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  when  the  husband  is  sentenced  to 
imprisonment  for  a  term  of  three  years  or  more,  or  when  the  wife 
is  divorced  from  her  husband  on  account  of  his  adultery,  she  is  at 
once  entitled  to.  her  dower,  the  same  as  though  her  husband  was 
dead.  {R.  S.  1858,  p.  626,  §  25.)  And  the  law  is  the  same  in 
Minnesota,  (i?.  S.  1859,  p.  466,  §  24.)  And  the  same  in  the 
State  of  Oregon.    {Gen.  Stat.  1864,  ch.  5.  §  495.) 
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In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  when  a  divorce  is  granted  by 
reason  of  the  adultery  of  her  husband,  the  wife  is  at  once  dowable 
in  his  lands  as  if  he  was  dead.  {Gen,  Stat.  1860,  p,  53$,  §  3S. 
Vide  Davol  v.  Howland^  14  Mass.  R.  219.)  And  in  Maine  the 
wife  is  dowable  when  divorced  from  her  husband  for  his  fault 
(i?.  S.  1840-41,  jp.  608,  §  10.  Toung  v.  Gregory,  46  Maine  E. 
475.    Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  R.  140.) 

§  418.  The  right  of  dower  becomes  consummate  upon  the  death 
of  the  husband  or  other  event  referred  to,  but  the  widow  cannot 
enter  for  her  dower  until  it  is  assigned — until  assignment  she  has 
no  estate  in  the  land,  for  the  law  casts  the  freehold  on  the  heir 
immediately  upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor.  Before  the  dower  is 
assigned,  the  widow's  right  is  a  mere  chose  in  action  or  claim, 
which  she  cannot  assign  or  convey,  though  she  may  release  it 
{Croade  v.  Ingraham,  13  Pick,  R,  33.  Lavyrence  v.  MiUer^  2  3'. 
T.  R.  245.  Stewart  v.  McMaHin,  6  Barb.  R.  438.  Green  t. 
Putnam,  1  ib.  500.  Scott  v.  Howard,  3  ib.  319.  Siglar  v.  Van 
Riper,  10  Wend.  R.  414.)  This  is  the  doctrine  in  New  York,  and 
the  same  rule  is  recognized  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  where  it  has 
been  expressly  held,  that  until  assignment  the  right  of  dower  is 
inchoate,  and  is  not  the  subject-matter  of  sale  or  transfer ;  the  only 
use  the  widow  can  make  of  her  dower  interest,  is  to  release  it  to  the 
owner  of  the  fee,  until  it  has  been  set  apai-t  to  her.  It  was  further 
held  that  until  dower  has  been  assigned,  the  doweress  does  not 
acquire  a  right  of  entry ;  and  this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  common 
law.  {Hoots  V,  Graham,  23  III.  R.  81.  Rlair  v.  Harrison,  11 
ib.  884.)  So  also  a  similar  doctrine  prevails  in  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, where  it  is  held  that  until  the  widow's  dower  is  assigned, 
she  has  only  the  right  of  quarantine,  and  no  such  interest  in  the 
land  of  her  deceased  husband  as  may  be  sold  on  execution,  or  enable 
her  to  make  a  lease  br  bring  ejectment.  {Shield  v.  Baits,  5 «/.  /. 
Marsh.  R.  18.)  And  the  doctrine  is  general  that  the  widow's 
dower  cannot  be  sold  on  execution  against  her  until  it  has  been 
assigned ;  and  the  widow  cannot  release  it  even  to  a  stranger.  'But 
after  it  is  assigned,  then,  of  course,  it  becomes  the  subject-matter 
of  sale  and  transfer.  {Gooch  v.  AUdns,  14  Mass.  R.  878.  IftWn 
v.  Alien,  5  Greenl.  R.  479.  Johnson  v.  Shields,  32  Maine  R.  424. 
Summers  y.Bubb,  13  JU.  R.  483.)  Before  the  dower  is  assigned, 
however,  it  would  seem  that  the  widow  can  make  a  contract  con- 
cerning it,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce.    {Potter  y.  EterS^ 
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T   Jred.  Eq.  H.  152.)    But  in  Alabama  it  has  been  held,  thit  if 

a  ^dow,  before  her  dower  is  allotted  to  her,  convey  her  interest  in 

the  lands  of  her  deceased  husband,  the  heir  at  law  may  recover -in 

ejectment  against  the  alienee.    (  Wallace  v.  HaU^  19  Ala,  H.  367. 

-S-M^  vide  PoweU  v.  Powell^  10  ib,  900.) .   So  also  the  doctrine  has 

"been  recognised  in  Alabama,  that  until  the  widow's  dower  is 

a&signed  her,  she  has  not  such  a  legal  title  in  (he  estate  of  her 

deces^d  husband  as  can  be  sold  on  execution  at  law.    {Cook  v. 

TFijJJ,  18  Ala.  R,  810.)    In  Pennsylvania,  however,  the  widow's 

statutory  dower  is  not  treated  as  a  lien  upon  the  land,  but  as  an 

interest  in  it.    Her  right  attaches  immediately  upon  the  death  of 

lier  husband,  and  she  may  be  endowed  temporarily.    (SchalPs 

ajppealj  40  Penn.  P.  170.    Price  v.  Johnston,  4  Yeaies^  7?.  526.) 

It  has  been  decided  in  general  terftis  that  a  wife  has  no  vested 
right,  of  any  kind,  to  dower  in  the  estate  of  her  husband  before  his 
decease,  and  until  then,  her  right  may  be  modified,  changed,  or 
abolished  by  the  legislature.  {Barbour  v.  Barbour,  46  Maine  B.  9.) 
In  Iowa,  it  is  held  that  the  widow'?  dower  attaches  on  the  death 
of  her  husband,  and  before  it  is  assigned.  {Burke  v,  Barron,  8 
darkens  B.  132.)  *  And  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  it  has  been  held 
that  a  conveyance  by  the  widow  before  assignment  of  her  dower 
is  not  void,  and  will  not  be  set  aside  on  application  of  a  pur- 
chaser who  has  entered  and  enjoyed ;  he  can  only  claim  a  perfect 
release  after  the  assignment.  The  same  rule,  however,  as  to 
alienation  is  recognized  as  that  which  prevails  in  New  York, 
Massachusetts  and  Illinois.  {Todd  v.  BeaUey,  WrigMa  B.  561. 
Douglass  v.  McCoy,  5  Ohio  B.  527.)  But  the  general  doctrine  is, 
that  the  widow  has  no  estate  in  the  lands  which  she  can  assign  or 
transfer  until  her  dower  is  assigned ;  and  if  no  assignment  is  made 
before  her  death,  all  right  is  gone.  {Bowe  v.  Johnson,  19  Maine 
B.  146.  Sandback  v.  Quigley,  8  Watts^  B,  460.  Vidd^also  John- 
son V.'  Thomas,  2  Paiges  Ch.  B.  377.  Atkins  v.  Yeomans,  6  Mete. 
\_Mass.'\  B.  438.)  But  if  the  widow  is  in  possession,  or  is  entitled 
to  an  assignment  of  dower  immediately,  the  want  of  a  mere  formal 
assignment  of  her  dower  is  not  material  in  equity ;  and  her  interest 
in  such  case  may  be  reached  upon  a  creditor's  bill  and  applied  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  complainant's  judgment.  {TonnpHns  v. 
Ponda,  4  Paige's  Ch.  B.  448.)  So  also  in  equity  the  assignee  of  a 
right  of  dower  may  state  the  assignment,  and  sue  ill  his  own  name 
as  assignee ;  but  the  right  to  be  perfected  is  still  the  assignor's 
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right,  and  being  a  legal  and  not  an  equitable  one,  is  subject  to  all 
the  incidents  which  would  at  law  attach  to  it,  and,  among  other 
things,  to  the  legal  rule  for  applying  the  statute.     The  case  is  as 
though  the  doweress  herself  were  the  complainant  in  the  bill. 
(  Wilson  V.  MoLenaghan,  McMullan?8  JEq,  H.  36.    Vide  also  Itobin 
V.  FlanderSy  33  N,  H,  R.  624.)    But  the  rule  at  law  is,  that  the 
widow  does  not.  acquire  a  nested  estate  in  the  lands  which  enables 
her  to  sustain  an  action,  or  which  she  can  transfer,  until  her  dower 
is  assigned,  as  before  stated.     (  Fie/^,  additwnal^  Doe  v.  NuU^  12 
Erig.  C.  Z.  i?.  205.     Jackson  v.  O^Donaghy^  7  Johns.  jB.  247. 
Jackson  v.  Aspell^  20  ib.  411.    Jackson  v.  Vanderheyden^  17  tJ. 
167.     Chapman  v.  Armstead^  4  Munf,  H,  382.    Moore  v.  Gilliam^ 
6  ih.  346.    Johnson  y.  Morse,  2  N.  H.  R,  49.    Shiffer  v.  O'Nt^, 
9  Mass.  R.  13.    Brown  v.  Adams^  2  Whart.  R.  188.    McOuUy  t. 
Smith,  2  BoJUey^s  R.  103.    Shield  v.  RateSy  5  c/.  J.  Marsh.  R. 
15.)    The  same  authorities  show  that  after  the  expiration  of  her 
quarantine,  the  heir  may  put  the  widow  out  of  possession,  and 
drive  her  to  her  suit  for  dower. 

However,  in  several  of  the  states,  the  widow,  if  in  possession, 
cannot  be  ousted  until  her  dower  is  assigned^  and  she  is  deemed 
a  tenant  in  common  with  the  heirs  to  tlie  extent  of  her  rights. 
This  is  the  rule  in  Virginia,  Kentucky,  Connecticut,  Ehode  Island, 
New  Jersey,  Alabama,  Illinois  and  Missouri.  {Den  v.  Dod,  1  HdA. 
R.  367.  Stedman  v.  Fortune,  5  Conn.  R.  462.  Crocker  v.  Fax,  1 
Root's  R.  227.  Colder  v.  BuU,  2  ib.  60.  Stokes  v.  McAUi^ar,i 
Missouri  R.  163.  Pharis  v.  Leachman,  20  Ala.  R.  662.  Spring 
V.  Shields,  17  ii.  295.  Shelton  v.  Carrol,  16  ib.  148.  Singleton  v. 
Singleton,  6  Dana's  R.  89.  Ramio  v.  Bell,  3  Kelly's  R.  207.)  But 
in  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  other  states,  the  widow  is  only  entitled  to 
remain  in  possession  of  the  husband's  mansion  during  her  quaran- 
tine befone  referred  to. 

§  419.  The  interest  which  tlie  wife  has  in  this  country  in  the  estate 
of  her  deceased  husband  differs  materially  from  her  right  at  common 
law.  By  the  common  law  she  is  entitled  to  one-third  part  of  such 
lands  and  tenements  as  her  husband  was  seised  of  in  fee  during 
coverture;  while  in  some  of  the  States  she  takes  one-third  of  the 
profits  of  his  estate,  and  if  there  are  children  one-half;  in  otheR 
she  has  the  same  right  in  fee,  and  if  there  are  no  kindred,  she  takes 
the  whole ;  and  still  in  others  she  has  two-thirds,  if  there  are  no 
lineal  ascendants  or  descendants,  or  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  half 
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"blood.  More  generally,  however,  tlio  widow  few,  £ir  Ler  dower, 
one-third  part  of  the  real  estate  of  which  her  husband  was  seised 
daring  coverture,  or,  as  in  some  instances,  of  which  he  died  seised. 
The  other  modifications  of  the  cotnmon  law  with  respect  to  the 
interest  which  the  wife  has  in  her  deceased  husband's  lands,  relate 
usually  to  an  estate  in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of  her  dower.  But 
-whatever  the  share  may  be  which  the  widow  takes  as  her  dower, 
the  common  doctrine  of  its  assignment  will  generally  apply. 

§  420.  The  assignment  of  dower  may  be  made  by  the  heir,  or 
whoever  may  be  the  owner  of  the  freehold ;  it  being  settled  that  no 
person  can  assign  •  dower  who  has  not  a  freehold  in  the  estate,  or 
against  whom  the  writ  of  dower  does  not  lie.  For  this  reason,  a 
guardian  in  socage  cannot  assign ;  neither  can  a  tenant  for  years, 
since  he  is  possessed  of  only  a  chattel  interest.  If  the  heir  be  a 
.minoi:,  he  is,  notwithstanding,  competent  to  the  assignment  of 
dower;  because  he  would  be  obliged  to  do  so  in  a' suit  in  which 
he  would  not  be  permitted  to  take  advantage  of  infancy,  so  as  to 
prevent  an  immediate  assignment.  {Gere  v.  Perdue,  Gro.  Eliz. 
309.  Stoughton  v.  Lee,  1  TawrU.  R.  402.)  The  infant,  however, 
should  make  the  assignment  by  guardian.  {Jones  v.  Brewer,  1 
Pick.  H.  314.)  But  if  the  heir  were  under  age,  when  he  assigned 
dower,  he  will  be  protected  against  the  consequences  of  excessive 
assignments,  and  may  have  his  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower. 
He  cannot,  however,  defeat  the  assignment  by  entry.  (1  Greerd. 
Cruise,  171.) 

By  the  former  practice  in  England,  it  was  regarded  as  the  duty 
of  the  heir  in  common  cases,  as  lord  of  the  manor,  and  who  was  to 
create  the  ttnure,  to  assign  the  dower.  If  there  was  any  dispute 
as  to  the  quantity  of  land  assigned,  it  was  determined  by  th^  pares 
curicB,  in  the  court  baron ;  but  the  suit  might  be  removed  to  the 
county  court,  and  also  to  the  king's  court ;  and  probably  this  is 
the  practice  there  at  present.    (1  Greenl.  Cruise,  169.) 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  assignment  that  the 
estate  in  the  person  making  it  should  be  a  lawful  freehold,  because 
assignment  of  dower  is  a  legal  obligation  upon  the  tenant  of  the 
freehold,  whether  he  obtain  it  by  right  or  by  wrong ;  and  if  by 
wrong,  the  widow  is  not  obliged  to  wait  for  an  assignment  until 
the  heir  thinks  proper  to  enter  and  defeat  the  tortious  estate,  an 
event  which  may  never  happen.  If,  therefore,  the  land  is  in 
possession  of  an  intruder  or  other  wrongful  occupant,  he  may  make 
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the  assignment,  and  it  will  be  binding  upon  the  lawful  tenant, 
unless  he  is  in  possession  by  the  connivance  of  the  widow  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  dower. 

When  the  husband  has  conveyed  his  lands  to  different  persons  in 
severalty,  and  one  of  the  grantees  assigns  to  the  widow  in  satis- 
faction of  her  whole  dower,  the  other  grantees  cannot  avail  them- 
selves of  the  assignment.     The  rule  is  different  when  a  part  of  the 
land  descends  to  the  heir,  and  he  makes  an  assignment  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  whole  dower.     In  such  case  the  gi*antee  of  another 
portion  of  the  land  may  plead  the  assignment  in  bar,  because  there 
is  a  privity  between  the  heir  and  the  grantee.    {Co,  LitL  35.) 
However,  in  several  of  the  American  States,  as  in  Virginia,  Ken- 
tucky,  Missouri,  New  Jersey  and  Delaware,  it  is  provided  by 
statute  that  It  shall  be  no  defense  to  a  suit  for  dower  that  another 
person  has  assigned  it,  unless  the  assignment  be  shown  to  be  in 
satisfaction  of  dower  from  the  lands  in  question.    (1  HUUard  oa 
Heal  Property^  142.)    Provision  is  made  by  statute  in  all  of  the 
states  for  the  assignment  of  dower,  but  this  does  not  affeQt  the 
right  of  the  heir  to  assign  it  himself.    {Moore  v.  TFoZ&r,  2  Bond. 
JS.  418.) 

§  421.  Dower  may  be  assigned  in  pais  by  the  party  authorized 
to  make  it.  The  widow  being  entitled  of  common  right,  nothing 
is  required  but  to  ascertain  her  share ;  and  when  that  is  accom- 
plished by  the  assignment,  and  she  has  entered,  the  freehold  vesta 
in  her  without  livery  of  seisin  or  writing.  {Howe  v.  Power^  5  B(». 
<&  Pidl.  P.  1,  34.)  A  parol  assignment  is  generally  regarded  as 
sufficient  in  the  United  States,  although  in  Ohio,  and  perhaps  in 
some  other  of  the  states  the  assignment  must  be  bytieed.  ( Vide 
Pobinson  v.  MiUer^  1  B.  Mon.  R.  88.  Conwnt  v.  LUUe^  1  Pick,  R. 
189.  Shattuck  v.  Gregg ^  23  ih.  88.  Johnson  v.  Mor$e^  2  N.H.K 
48.  Pinlcham  v.  Gear^  3  iJ.  163.  Baker  v..  Baker^  4  Greed. 
R.  67.    Johnson  v.  Ifeily  4  Ala.  R.  166.) 

If  the  owner  of  land  assign  dower  therein  to  a  widow  by  parol, 
he  will,  as  against  her,  be  bound  by  the  assignment.  The  assign- 
ment is  certainly  good  as  between  him  and  the  doweress.  {Shat- 
tuck V.  Gregg^  23  Pick.  R.  189.) 

If  an  assignment  of  dower  by  the  heir  or  other  person  liable  to 
have  it  demanded  from  him,  was  a  bonveyance  to  the  widow,  the 
statute  of  frauds  would  undoubtedly  require  it  to  be  made  bj  an 
instrument  in  writing  or  by  deed,  but  it  is  not  a  conveyance;  the 
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"wridow,  holding  her  estate  by  law  and  not  by  contract,  wants 
nothing  but  to  have  that  part  which  she  is  to  enjoy  set  out  and 
distinguished  from  the  rest,  and  this  may  be  done  by  setting  it  out 
l>y  met^  and  bounds,  as  well  as  by  deed.     The  widow  does  not 
Iiold  the  land  or  her  estate  of  the  heir,  but  of  her  deceased  husband, 
or  rather  by  appointment  of  law.    If  she  received  land  that  was 
not  her  husband's,  or  other  thing,  in  lieu  of  dower,  a  deed  would  be 
nekessary,  because  she  would  derive  he^  title  from  the  person 
making  the  conveyance  in  lieu  of  dower.    But  her  estate  does  not 
depend  upon  the  heir,  but  upon  the  seisin  of  her  deceased  husband ; 
BO  that  the  assignment  of  her  dower  may  be  made  by  parol  as  well  as 
by  an  instrument  in  writing.   {Concmt  v.  ZitHe,  1  Pick.  R,  189.)  By 
the  assignment  the  widow  acquires  no  new  freehold,  but  her  seisin  ' 
is  a  continuation  of  the  husband's  seisin,  and  her  possession  is  not 
adverse  to  her  husband's  mortgagee  or  his  assignee.    (  Williams  v. 
^enneUy  4  IredeWs  B,  122.    Jones  v.  Brewer^  1  Pick,  R,  317.)    It 
would  be  quite  well  in  all  cases  to  have  the  assignment  in  writing, 
to  save  all  dispute  as  to  the  extent  of  the  land  set  off,  and  sometimes 
this  is  required,  but  generally  a  parol  assignment  is  sufficient.    Form- 
erly, as  a  general  thing,  dower  was  assigned  by  the  heir  by  a  parol 
declaration  that  the  widow  should  have  such  particular  lands  for 
her  dower ;  or  else  that  she  should  have  a  third  part  of  all  lands 
whereof  her  husband  died  seised.    {Booth  v.  Lambert^  Styles  B, 
276.)    And  the  heir  has  the  whole  of  the  quarantine  of  the  widow 
within  which  to  make  the  assignment.    It  is  his  duty,  and  not  that 
of  the  widow,  to  make  it,  and  if  he  neglects  it,  and  a  suit  is  brought, 
and  he  is  subjected  to  costs  or  damages,  it  is  his  own  fault,  and 
not  the  fault*  of  the  law.    ( Yates  v.  Paddock^  10  Wend,  R,  529, 
534.)    But  a  parol  assignment  of  dower  does  not  bind  the  widow 
until  it  is  accepted.     {Johnson  v.  Morse^  2  If,  H,  B,  48.) 

§  422.  When  the  heir  or  other  tenant  of  the  land  refuses  to 
assign  the  dower,  the  widow  has  her  action  at  law  by  writ  of  dower, 
unde  nihil  hahet^  or  by  writ  of  right  of  dower  against  the  tenant 
of  the  freehold.  The  writ  of  right  of  dower,  however,  is  scarcely 
known  in  this  country,  or  at  all  events  is  seldom  resorted  to  here. 
(4  Kenfs  Com,  63.)  The  writ  unde  nihil  hahet  is  to  be  preferred, 
because  the  widow  under  that  recovers  damages  for  the  non-assign- 
ment of  her  dower.  This  writ  is  the  only  one  provided  in  Maine, 
Massachusetts,  Virginia  and  Kentucky.  The  writ  lies  only  against 
a  tenant  of  the  freehold.     {Miller  v.  Beverly j  1  Hen.  <&  Murtf,  R. 
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368.  Surd  v.  Grants  3  Wend.  B.  340.)  But  a  vendor,  bj  articles, 
before  making  a  deed,  and  while  any  part  of  the  consideration 
remains  due,  is  so  far  tenant  of  the  freehold  as  to  make  him  a 
proper  party  to  the  action  of  dower  unde  nihil  hdhet.  {Jone^  v. 
Patterson  y  12  Penn.  P.  149.  Shaver  v.  Payd^  lb.  215.  Pef erred 
to  in  1  HiUiard^s  Peal  Prop.  243,  note  a.) 

A  suit  for  dower  in  most  of  the  states  maj  be  bronght  at  the 
election  of  the  widow.  By  the  common  law,  when  there  w^  a 
custom  in  a  manor  that  the  widow  should  enjoy  during  her  widow- 
hood, the  whole  or  part  of  the  customary  lands  of  which  her  husband 
died  seised,  as  of  freebench,  she  might,  after  diallenging  her  right, 
and  praying  to  bo  admitted,  maintain  ejectment,  even  against  the 
land,  because  her  right  was  regarded  as  an  excrescence  which,  bj 
the  custom  and  the  law,  grew  out  of  the  estate.  But  when  the 
widow's  claim  is  in  the  nature  of  dower,  an  ejectment  at  common 
law  will  not  lie  before  assignment,  but  she  must  levy  a  plaint  in  the 
nature  of  a  writ  of  dower  in  the  proper  court.  {Jurdan  v.  l^ofUy 
IIutton^B  P.  18.  Howard  v.  Partlett^  Poiarfs  P.  181.  Doe  v 
irw«,  5  Bos,  <&  Pull.  P.  430.    Chapman  v.  Sharp^  2  Sh(yw.  B.  184.) 

But  by  the  statutes  of  several  of  the  states,  the  common  kw 
remedy  of  the  widow  for  her  dower  has  been  abolished,  and  instead 
she  may  bring  her  action  of  ejectment.  For  instance,  in  the  State 
of  Kew  York,  the  statute  provides  that  the  widow  entitled  to 
dower,  after  the  expiration  of  si:c  months  from  the  time  her  right 
accrued,  may  recover  her  dower,  of  any  lands,  tenements  or  heredit- 
aments, by  action  of  ejectment.  (2  B.  8.  part  3,  chapter  5,  tit.  1, 
§  1,  avib.  2.  2  Stat,  at  La/rge^  312.)  Under  this  provision  of  the 
statute,  it  is  held  that  the  action  must  be  brought  against  the 
acttcal  occupant  of  the  land  of  which  she  is  dowable,  and  not  as  in 
the  former  action  of  dower  against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold. 
{Mlicott  V.  Moshier,  7  N.  Y.  B.  201.  S.  C.  11  Barb.  B.  574. 
Sherwood  v.  Vandenhurgh^  2  HilPe  B.  303.)  If  the  action  is  brought 
before  dower  has  been  admeasured,  and  the  widow  recovers  judg- 
ment, she  then  proceeds  to  have  her  dower  assigned ;  and  for  that 
purpose  she  files  the  record  of  judgment,  whereupon  the  court 
appoints  three  reputable  and  disinterested  freeholders,  commis- 
sioners to  make  admeasurement  of  the  dower*  out  of  the  lands 
described  in  the  record,  and  the  commissioners  so  appointed  are 
required,  as  speedily  as  may  be,  to  admeasure  and  set  off  the  one- 
third  part  of  the  said  lands  to  the  widow  as  her  dower.    (2  R.  S. 
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part  3,  ch,  5,  tit^  1,  §  55.  2  Stat,  at  Large^  321.)  It  has  been  held 
tliat  these  provisions  of  the  statute  substituting  the  action  of  eject- 
ment to  recover  dower  in  lieu  of  the  writ  of  dower  affect  only  the 
Jx/rms  or  mode  of  proceeding  in  prosecuting  the  suit,  and  do  not 
alter  or  modify  the  right  or  interest  of  the  widow  in  the  land. 
( ir€Ues  V.  Paddock,  10  Wend.  R.  529.) 

§  423.  In  England  a  widow  cannot 'recover  her  dower  without  a 
previous  demand  for  it;  and,  in  general,  a  previous  demand  is 
necessary  to  maintain  an  action  for  it  in  the  United  States.  In 
Is  ew  York  the  action  of  ejectment  may  be  brought  before  demand 
of  dower,  hut  in  that  case  the  widow  does  not  recover  costs,  pro- 
vided the  action  is  brought  for  dower  in  real  property  aliened  by 
the  husband.    {Code  qf  Procedure,  §  807.) 

^hen  a  demand  is  held  to  be  necessary,  it  may  be  made  by 
parol,  and  by  the  widow  in  person  or  by  her  attorney  or  agent. 
The  demand  should  be  made  of  the  tenant  of  the  freehold  at  the 
time  it  is  made,  and  it  should  describe  with  reasonable  certainty 
the  land  in  which  the  dower  is  claimed.  .  (  Vide  Baker  v.  Baker, 
1  UreenL  R.  67.  Zeavitt  v.  Larryprey,  13  Pick.  R.  382.  Page  v. 
Piige,  6  Gush.  R.  196.  Pinkham  v.  Gear,  3  N.  H.  R.  163. 
Haynes  v.  Powers,  2  Foster^  s  R.  590.  Wa^teon  v.  Watson,!  Eng, 
L.  and  Eg.  R.  371.)  The  demand  is  held  to  be  sufficient  if  it 
apprise  tlie  tenant  with  reasonable  certainty  with  respect  to  the 
claim.  {JDavie  v.  Walker,  42  iV".  ff.  R.  482.)  And  the  description 
will  be  deemed  sufficient  if  it  give  notice  to  the  tenant  to  what 
land  the  demand  refers.  {Atwood  v.  Atwood,  22  Pick.  R.  283.) 
But  a  demand  for  dower  made  by  an  attorney  in  fact,  in  virtue  of 
a  power  authorizing  him,  for  the  constituent  and  in  her  name  and 
behalf,  to  demand  her  just  dower  to  be  assigned  to  her  "  in  any 
and  all  of  the  beforementioned  premises,  or  any  other,"  no  premises 
whatever  being  mentioned  in  the*  instrument,  was  held  by  the 
supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts  to  be  insufficient,  although 
such  authority  is  subsequently  ratified  by  the  constituent  by  a 
second  power  of  attorney,  in  which  she  recites  the  former,  and 
authorizes  the  same  attorney  to  commute  for  and  settle  all  her 
claims  of  dower  in  the  premises,  no  premises  being  otherwise  men- 
tioned in  such  power  of  attorney  than  by  reference  to  the  former 
power,  {Sloan  v.  Whitman,  5  CWA.  R.  532.)  The  same  court 
held  in  another  case  that  the  demand  of  dower  nieed  not  be  made 
in  writing.    {Page  v.  Page,  6  Gtieh.  R.  196.) 
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Under  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetts^  a  woman,  before 
commencing  her  action  for  dower,  must  make  personal  demand  of 
the  tenant  of  the  fireehold,  if  within  the  commonwealth,  and  when 
there  is  more  than  one  person  seised  of  the  freehold  a  penoDal 
demand  must  be  Qiade  on  each  of  them.  A  written  demand  upon 
all,  served  by  handing  a  copy  to  one  personally,  and  leaving  copies 
at  the  dwellings  of  the  others,  was  held  insufficient.  {Burbank  t. 
Day,  12  Mete.  JS.  557.    £iU  vide  Oen.  Stat.  1860,  ch.  135,  §  3,) 

When  a  demand  is  alleged  in  the  writ,  and  is  not  denied  in  tbe 
pleadings,  it  i&  not  necessary  for  the  demandant  to  prove  it.  {Ayer 
V.  Spring,  10  JTow.  B.  80.) 

In  New  Hampshire  it  has  been  held  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions b^ins  to  run  from  the  time  the  widow's  right  accrues  to  a 
writ  of  dower  after  a  demand,  and  not  when  she  became  entitled 
to  her  dower  upon  the  death  of  her  husband.  {Robin  v.  Flanders, 
33  iV:  H.  li.  524,) 

§  424.  But  the  common  law  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  dower 
by  action,  has  been  geperally  superseded  by  a  convenient  and 
sunmiary  mode  of  assignment  of  dower,  by  commissioners  appointed 
by  courts  of  probate  and  other  competent  tribunals,  under  special 
statutory  enactments.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,»it  is  pro- 
vided J>y  statute,  that  any  widow  whose  dower  has  not  been 
assigned  within  forty  days  after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  may 
apply,  by  petition,  for  the  admeasurement  of  her  dower,  to  the 
supreme  court,  or  to  the  county  court  of  the  county  in  which 
the  lands  subject  to  dower  lie ;  or  to  the  surrogate  of  the  same 
county,  specifying  the  lands  to  which  she  claims  dower.  Kotioeof 
the  time  and  place  of  presenting  the  petition  has  to  be  served  on  the 
proper  parties,  all  of  which  is  prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  if 
tlie  widow  do  not  make  her  demand  of  dower,  by  commencing  a 
suit,  or  by  an  application  for  .admeasurement  as  prescribed,  tbe 
heirs,  or  any  of  them,  or  tlie  owners  of  the  land  subject  to  dower, 
claiming  a  freehold  estate  therein,  may  make  a  similar  application 
to  a  similar  court  for  such  admeasurement  of  the  widow's  dower. 
Upon  the  application  being  made  as  prescribed,  the  court  maj, 
upon  hearing  the  parties,  order  that  admeasurement  be  made  of 
such  widow's  dower  of  all  the  lands  of  her  husbimd,  or  of  ench 
part  thereof  as  may  be  specified  in  the  application ;  and  thereupon 
appoint  three  reputable  and  disinterested  freeholders  commis- 
sioners for  the  purpose  of  making  the  admeasurement.    These  com- 
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missioners  are  required  to  go  on  and  admeasure  and  lay  off  the 
widow's  dower  according  to  certain  rules  prescribed,  and  make  a 
report  of  their  proceedings  to  the  court,  and  on  the  report  being 
conlirmed,  the  widow  may  bring  and  maintain  an  action  of  eject- 
ment to  recover  the  possession  of  the  lands  admeasured  to  her  for 
her  dower,  and,  upon  recovery,  she  may  hold  the  same  during  her 
natural  life.  The  practice  and  manner  of  proceeding  are  fully 
prescribed  by  statute.  (2  R.  S.  part  3,  oh.  8,  tit.  7,  §§  1-27.  2  &at. 
at  Large^  510-515.)  Under  this  statute  it  has  been  held,  that,  in 
proceedings  before  a  surrogate  by  a  widow,  to  obtain  admeasure- 
ment of  dower,  it  is  necessary  to  give  notice  of  the  proceedings 
only  to  the  tenant  of  the  freehold;  tenants  for  years  are  not 
entitled  to  notice.  {Ward  v.  Kitts,  12  Wend.  R.  137.)  And 
again,  that  on  a  proceeding  before  a  surrogate  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  admeasurers  of  dower,  an  inquiry  wether  a  set- 
tlement has  been  made  by  the  husband  in  lieu  of  dower,  cannot  be 
gone  into ;  if  there  be  a  defense  to  the  widow's  claim  of  dower  it 
must  be  set  up  when  she  brings  her  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 
part  assigned  to  her.  {Hyde  v.  Hyde^  4  Wend.  R.  630.)  If  one 
of  the  admeasurers  dies  before  the  execution  of  his  trust,  the 
vacancy  may  be  supplied  by  a  new  appointment  made  by  the  sur- 
rogate for  the  time  being,  although  the  original  appointment  was 
made  by  his  predecessor.  {Gale  v.  Edsall^  8  Wend.  R.  460.  And 
vide-  White  v.  Story ^  2  IIUVs  R.  543.)  And  when,  in  proceedings 
before  the  surrogate  for  the  admeasurement  of  dower,  due  notice 
of  the  application  was  given  to  the  tenant,  who  did  not  attend 
before  the  surrogate,  and  the  latter  appointed  three  commissioners 
according  to  the  statute,  but  on  ascertaining  that  one  of  them  could 
not  serve  by  reason  of  ill-health,  substituted  another  in  his  place ; 
it  appearing  from  the  surrogate's  return  that  both  the  first  appoint- 
ment and  the  substitution  took  place  on  the  day  for  which  the 
application  was  noticed ;  it  was  held  that  the  whole  might  be 
regarded  as  one  continuous  act,  and  the  substitution  therefore 
regular  without  any  additional  notice.  {White  v.  Story j  2  IlUCa 
R.  543.) 

Similar  provisions  are  made  by  statute  for  the  admeasurement  of 
dower,  in  most  or  all  of  the  states ;  in  ^ome  by  the  court  of  pro- 
bate, in  some  by  the  orphan's  court,  and  in  some  by  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  county  court,  and  the  practice  is  regulated  by 
statute  or  rule  of  court. 
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In  the  State  of  Virginia,  an  assignment  of  dower  made  by  com- 
missioners nnder  an  order  of  court,  at  the  instance  of  one  of  seTcral 
co-heirs,  is  held  to  be  binding  on  the  widow,  provided  it  be  a  just 
and  full  assignment,  and  it  is  binding  on  the  co-heirs  even  if  thev 
are  .infants.    {Moore  v.  TFaZfer,  2  Rand,  H,  418.) 

When  an  assignment  of  dower  was  made  by  the  commissionera 
duly  appointed,  but  the  court  never  confirmed  or  acted  upon  their 
report,  although  the  doweress  took  possession  of  the  land  assignedf 
and  the  heir  acquiesced  and  took  a  lease  of  the  land,  it  was  held 
by  the  court  that  the  assignment  was  good  and  effectual,  {ffiek- 
man  v.  Irving^  3  Dana^a  R,  124.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  judge  of  probate  to  assign  dower 
should  be  freeholders  of  the  county  where  the  husband  last  dwelt. 
(MiUer  v.  MUler,  12  Mass.  R.  454.  And  vide  Oen.  Stat,  ck  90,  § 
3.)  The  judge  of  probate  in  Massachusetts  has  no  authority  under 
the  statute  to  assign  dower  in  mortgaged  lands  in  opposition  to  the 
mortgagee.  {Raynham  v.  WU7narthy  13  Mete.  R.  414.)  Nor  in 
lands  whereof  the  husband  did  not  die  seised.  {Sheafe  v.  O^Seil^ 
9  Mass.  R.  9.)  But  the  widow  of  a  mortgagor  of  real  estate,  who 
has  released  her  dower  therein,  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  have 
dower  assigned  to  her  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  the  mortgage 
debt  still  subsisting,  upon  a  petition  to  the  court  of  probate  there- 
for, nnder  the  statute,  pixivided  the  mortgagor  died  seised,  and 
neither  the  mortgagee  nor  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  mortgagor 
object  to  such  assignment.    {HenrtfB  caae^  4  Cu%k  R.  257.) 

In  the  State  of  Michigan,  notice  to  the  administrator  of  proceed- 
ings in  the  probate  court  for  the  assignment  of  the  widow's  dower 
nnder  the  statute,  is  not  necessary.  {Matter  of  CampbeUy  2  Doug. 
R.  141.) 

In  Kentucky,  the  jurisdiction  of  county  courts  in  allotting 
dower  is  special,  and  their  records  milst  show  every  fact  required 
by  statute ;  and  an  allotment  of  dower  by  such  courts  is  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem^  operating  as  genertfi  notice,  and  no  other  notice  is 
necessary.  The  allotment  merely  fixes  the  bounds  of  the  land 
allotted.  {Stevens  v.  Stevens^  3  Dana's  R.  371.)  The  coimty  court 
has  no  right  to  appoint  commissioners  to  assign  dower,  except  in 
cases  where  the  husband  died  seised  of  the  land ;  in  cases  where 
the  husband  alienated  lands  before  his  death,  the  circuit  court  has 
jurisdiction.    {Ruitch  v.  Cunningham^  4  Bibb^s  R.  462.)    And 


ASSIGimENT  OF  JDOWES.  595 

dower  can  only  be  assigned  by  the  county  court  upon  tlio  applica- 
tion of  the  widow  or  heirs,  or  some  one  having  a  legal  interest  in 
the  land.  {Shidd  v.  Ritts^  5  J.  J.  Marsh,  i?.  13.)  And  the  order 
of  snch  court,  appointing  commissioners  to  assign  dower,  ought  to 
sliow  on  whose  application  it  was  made.  {Smith  v.  Maxwdly  3 
/jUL  jr.  471.)  The  appointment  of  commissioners,  however,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  a  lawful  application ;  and  a  statement  in 
the  commissioners'  report  that  tliey  were  duly  sworn  before  pro- 
ceeding to  execute  tliem,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  fact.  (  Wil- 
liains  V.  Morgan^  1  Litt  R.  167.)  But  when  an  order  appointing 
commissionei's  to  assign  dower  has  been  set  aside,  and  new  com- 
missioners appointed,  any  report  afterward  made  by  the  former  is 
void,  and  cannot  be  rendered  valid  by  any  order  of  the  court. 
{Smith  v.  Maawdl^  supra.) 

It  may  be  aflSrmed  generally  that  when  dower  is  assignable  by 
commissioners  under  these  summary  proceedings,  the  husband 
must  have  died  seised  of  the  lands  from  which  the  dower  is  claimed, 
or,  at  least,  the  right  must  not  be  disputed  by  the  heirs.  The 
widow's  only  remedy  in  case  of  dispute  with  respect  to  her  right 
is  by  a  suit.  {Sheaf e  v.  O^Neil^  9  Mass.  li.  9.  French  v.  Croshyy 
23  Maine  R,  276.  HoUomon  v.  HoUoinon^  5  Smedes  <&  Marsh. 
a.  559.    Stiver  v.  Cawthorrij  4  Dev.  &  Batt.  R.  501.) 

§  425.  The  statutory  provisions  for  the  summary  admeasurement 
of  dower  do  not  in  general  vary  the  right  to  dower,  or  supersede 
the  old  remedy,  but  they  are  designed  to  institute  a  more  easy  and 
certain  mode  of  obtaining  the  widow's  dower.  This  method  of 
proceeding  for  the  alignment  of  dower  is  not  always  uniform  in 
respect  to  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  in  the  different  states. 
Usually  the  proceeding  is  called  a  petition,  but  in  some  states  it  is 
called  a  complaint,  although  it  is  in  fact  everywhere,  in  its  nature, 
summary.  Thus,  in  Vermont  the  proceeding  is  called  a  complaint; 
and  in  the  State  of  New  York  the  widow  may  proceed  by  petition 
for  the  admeasuAment  of  dower,  or  she  may  proceed  by  complaint, 
and  the  complaint  may  be  regarded  under  the  code  either  as  in 
place  of  the  petition  or  as  a  bill  in  equit}',  and  not  as  an  act  of 
ejectment.  {Tovnisend  v.  Tovmsend^  2  Sand.  R.  711.)  The  pro- 
ceeding is  founded  on  the  assumption  that  the  widow,  is  entitled  to 
her  dower  out  of  the  estate  in  question,  and  that  it  is  only  to  be 
designated  and  set  off.  There  is  generally  no  provision  for  trying 
the  title  to  dower  in  this  proceeding,  and  the  admeasurement  which 


596  LAW  OF  COVERTURE. 

is  made  does  not  affect  or  prejudice  the  right  to  dower,  or  the  legal 
or  equitable  bar  to  it.  Those  rights,  if  litigated,  remain  open  for 
investigation  in  the  ordinary  course  of  justice.  The  admeasureis 
are  not  to  do  execution  as  the  sheriff  does  when  the  dovrer  is 
assigned  in  an  action,  on  a  writ  of  habere  facias  possessicTiem.  li 
the  right  to  dower  be  denied,  the  party  may  protect  his  possession 
notwithstanding  the  admeasurement,  and  drive  the  widow  to  her 
action  at  law.  {MaUer  of  Watkins^  9  Johns.  jR,  246.  Jachon  r. 
liandally  5  Caw.  R.  168, 169.)  The  chief  object  of  the  proceedings 
is  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  the  widow's  dower,  and  save  difficulty 
and  contention  between  her  and  the  heir  or  tenant.  (  Williams  v. 
Morgan,  1  Litt.  H.  167.)  And  tlie  record  of  the  afisignment  of 
dower,  in  the  absence  of  positive  proof,  is  presumptive  evidence 
that  the  assignment  was  made  upon  the  petition  of  the  widow  and 
with  her  assent,  as  the  proceeding  is  for  her  benefit.  So  held  in 
Massachusetts.    {Tilson  v.  Thomson,  10  Pick.  R.  359.) 

In  Alabama  it  is  held  that  the  statutory  method  of  assigning 
dower  is  merely  cumulative,  and  does  not  at  all  affect  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  common  law  courts  on  the  subject.  {Johnson  v.  JS^eHj 
i  Ala.  Ji.  166.)  And  in  Pennsylvania  the  common  law  courts 
have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  probate  court  in  the  matter 
of  the  admeasurement  of  dower;  and  in  some  cases  the  probate 
court  has  no  jurisdiction.  {Brown  v.  Adams,  2  Whart.  B.  188. 
JSvans  V.  Evans,  9  Barr^s  B,  190.  But  vide  Bratton  v.  MiteheU, 
7  Watts^  R.  113.  Rittenhouse  v.  Levering,  6  Watts  cfe  Serg.  R. 
190.)  In  the  State  of  Missouri  the  proceeding  is  in  the  form  of  a 
petition,  and  the  assignment  is  made  by  commissioners ;  but  a  writ 
of  possession  issues,  and  the  proceeding  does  not  supersede  the 
"writ  of  dower."    The  practice  is  similar  in  New- Jersey. 

In  South  Carolina  the  petition  is  to  a  common  law  court,  which 
issues  a  writ  for  admeasurement  to  commissioners,  and  the  commis- 
sioners are  required  to  put  the  widow  in  full  possession  of  the 
lands  set  off  to  her ;  and  the  practice  is  substantially  the  same  in 
Delaware. 

The  admeasurement  of  dower  is  ordinarily  founded  upon  the 
application  of  the  widow,  though  in  some  states  it  may  be  done  on 
the  petition  of  the  heirs,  and  in  others  upon  the  application  of  the 
heir  or  other  party  interested. 

In  soroo  of  the  states  the  statute  of  limitations  constitutes  no 
bar  to  the  widow's  claim  of  dower,  and  in  others  it  does.    But  a 
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Btatnte  of  limitation  in  common  form  is  helcj  inapplicable  to  dower, 
for  the  reason  that  the  wife  has  no  seisin.*  {Jones  v.  Powell^  6 
Johns.  Ch.  R.  194.) 

§  426.  As  has  been  before  intimated,  where  dower  is  summarily 
admeasured,  the  proceedings  are  not  usually  the  foundation  of  a 
judgment,  upon  which  a  writ  of  possession  issues ;  bufthe  widow 
still  has  to  institute  a  suit  to  obtain  possession  of  the  land  set  off 
to  her,  unless  it  is  amicably  conceded  to  her.  But  when  the  widow 
resorts  to  the  common  law  courts  to  recover  her  dower,  on  recovery, 
the  sheriff  makes  the  assignment,  and  under  the  writ  of  seisin 
delivers  to  the  demandant  possession  of  her  dower  by  metes  and 
bounds,  if  the  subjects  be  properly  divisible  and  the  lands  be  held 
in  severalty.  {Co.  LUt.  34.  4  Kenfs  Cam.  63.)  If  the  sheriff  makes 
an  improper  assignment  of  dower,  it  will  be  set  aside  by  the  court, 
and  in  some  cases  he  will  be  punished.  Thus,  when  the  sheriff 
returned  that  he  had  assigned  to  the  widow  for  her  dower  of  a 
house,  the  third  part  of  each  chamber,  and  had  chalked  it  out  for 
her,  the  court  held  this  an  idle  and  malicious  assignment,  and  the 
sheriff  was  committed  for  it,  as  he  ought  to  have  assigned  to  her 
certain  chambers  or  rooms.  {Howard  v.  Cavendish^  Palmh.  R.  264. 
1  GrecixL.  Cintise^  171.  Vide  also  LovgvUVs  case^  1  Keb.  Ji.  743.) 
And  in  one  case,  where  the  heir  sought  relief  against  an  assign- 
ment of  dower  by  the  sheriff,  on  the  ground  that  a  third  part  of 
the  land  was  assigned  without  taking  notice  of  a  coal  work  that 
was  on  the  estate,  offering  the  widow  one  entire  third,  both  of  the 
land  and  coal  work,  by  way  of  rent-charge  on  the  whole,  the  court 
ordered  that  she  accept  the  offer,  or  that  otherwise  a  new  assign- 
ment of  dower  should  be  made.  {Sobby  v.  Hobby ^  1  Veman^s 
i?.  218.) 

If  the  widow  be  entitled  to  dower  out  of  manors  and  lands,  the 
sheriff  must  assign  to  her  one-third  part  of  each,  by  metes  and 
bounds.  {Liu.  §  36.)  The  reason  is,  that  it  is  more  eligible  and 
convenient  for  the  widow  and  tenant  of  the  lands  to  enjoy  their 
shares  in  severalty  than  in  common.  But  if  the  writ  directed  to 
the  sheriff  command  him  to  deliver  possession  of  a  third  part  of  all 
lands  and  tenements,  and  there  were  lands  in  meadow,  pasture 
and  com,  he  would  act  in  obedience  to  the  writ  by  assigning  dower 

*  For  a  All]  and  elaborate  dlscQMion  of  the  different  matters  hinted  at  in  this  section,  the 
Etadent  is  referred  to  1  HiUkirdi  on  Real  Property^  160-153,  where  the  aathorities  are  also  appro- 
priately cited. 


598  LAV  or  covsntURB. 

in  ioto  out  of  those  descriptions  of  lands,  and  his  retnm  to  the 
court  of  having  done  so  would  be  approved.    {Mbare^  19 pL  6^,) 

The  sheriif  is  a  mere  ministerial  officer,  and  can  only  assign 
dower  according  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law  and  the  tenor  of 
the  writ  addressed  to  him  by  the  court.  If,  therefore,  the  subject 
out  of  whfch  dower  is  to  be  assigned  be  divisible  into  sliares,  and 
he  does  not  return  that  he  has  delivered  seisin  of  a  third  part  of  it 
by  metes  and  bounds,  the  assignment  cannot  be  supported.  But  it 
is  not  necessary  for  him  to  state  in  his  return  to  the  court  the 
particular  fields  which  he  has  allotted  for  the  widow^s  third ;  it 
will  be  sufficient  if  he  mention  with  certainty  and  precision  of 
what  such  third  consists.  {Howard  v.  Cavendish^  Palm,  R.  %^ 
Vide  also  Den  v.  Abingdon,  Doug.  R.  456.  Fenny  v.  DurrafUy 
1  Bam.  <&  Aid.  B.  40.) 

When  the  property  does  not  admit  of  an  assignment  of  dower 
in  severalty,  either  from  the  nature  of  the  husband's  interest  in  it 
or  from  the  quality  of  the  thing  itself,  an  assignment  by  metes  aod 
bounds  will  by  necessity  be  dispensed  with.  An  instance  of  this 
kind  occurs  in  the  case  of  a  tenancy  in  common,  and  another  i& 
the  case  of  coparceners.  {Fitsherlerfs  datura  JSrevium,  149. 
Perk.  §  412.) 

§  427.  But  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the  principles  and  rules  with 
respect  to  the  admeasurement  of  dower  as  settled  by  the  author- 
ities in  tlie  United  States.  Generally  speaking  they  are  the  same 
as  those  which  have  prevailed  in  England ;  but  in  some  instances 
they  have  been  considerably  modified.  Though  dower  must,  in 
general,  be  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  yet  there  are  exceptions 
to  this  rule ;  for  example,  where  the  subject-matter  is  of  such  a 
nature  that  no  division  can  be  made  which  will  give  the  parties  the 
enjoyment  of  their  respective  shares  in  severalty,  in  which  case  it 
may  be  so  assigned  as  to  give  the  widow  one-third  of  the  profits, 
or  the  parties  may  have  an  alternate  occupation  of  the  entire  prop- 
erty. In  the  case  of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  the  dower  must 
be  assigned  in  a  special  manner,  having  respect  to  tbe  nature  of 
the  subject  and  the  mode  of  enjoyment.  Tliis  is  quite  reasonaUe, 
and  there  is  nothing  new  in  the  rule.  It  is  as  old  as  Littleton  and 
Coke,  but  it  has  been  frequently  referred  to  and  explained  in  this 
country.  Wliere  part  of  a  dwelling-house  is  assigned  to  tlic  widov 
for  her  dower,  it  must  often  be  necessary  to  allow  her  the  use  of 
some  of  the  halls  and  passages  in  common  with  the  heir  or  tenant, 
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as  the  only  mode  in  which  she  can  have  the  beneficial  enjoyment 
of  her  part  of  the  property.  Sometimes  the  claim  of  dower  is  in 
a  mill,  a  division  of  which  is  impracticable.  Then,  the  widow 
must  be  endowed  in  a  special  manner,  as  by  having  every  third 
toll-dish,  or  the  entire  mill  every  third  year  or  month,  or  by  taking 
a  share  of  the  profits  in  some  other  fiam.  And  in  mines  which 
have  been  opened  in  the  life-time  of  the  husband,  if  dower  caniK>t 
be  assigned  by  metes  and  bounds,  the  parties  may  have  an  alter- 
nate occupancy  of  the  wliole,  or  the  widow  may  take  a  third  of  the 
rents  and  profits.  {Coatea  v.  CIieevAry  1  Cow.  li.  460.  And  vide 
Stoughton  v.  Leigh^  1  Taunt.  B,  402.)  There  are  cases  where  the 
thing  is  of  such  a  quality  that  no  division  can  be  made  which  will 
give  the  parties  the  enjoyment  of  their  respective  shares  in 
severalty. 

Wliere  the  premises  in  which  dower  was  claimed  consisted  of  a 
village  lot  with  a  dwelling-house  thereon,  and  the  commissioners, 
among' other  things,  assigned  to  the  widow  particular  rooms  in  the 
house,  with  the  right  of  using  the  stairways,  halls  and  other  pas- 
sages, so  as  to  afibrd  ingress  and  egress  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
rooms,  tlie  court  held  that  it  was  not  an  assignment  to  which  the 
tenant  could  legally  object ;  although  it  is  a  question,  perhaps, 
whether  the  widow  might  not  properly  object  to  having  "  a  cham- 
ber within  the  house  of  another  man,"  but  there  is  nothing  found 
in  the  book  to  relieve  the  man  from  the  "  trouble  and  vexation " 
which  may  follow.  ( WhUe  v.  Story,  2  HUVs  B.  543.)  This  does 
not  conflict  with  the  authority  of  Howard  v.  Cavendish,  PcUmer^e 
a.  246,  where  the  sheriff  assigned  to  the  widow  a  third  part  of 
each  chamber,  and  chalked  out  her  part,  and  the  court  held  it  an 
idle  and  malicious  assignment  and  committed  the  sheriff  to  prison. 
On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  supreme  court  recognized  the  case 
as  authority,  but  remarked  that  it  decided  nothing  against  the 
principle  of  assigning  to  the  widow  the  whole  of  particular  rooms 
in  the  house.  ( White  v.  Story,  exvpra,  549.)  The  premises  being 
a  single  lot  and  building,  the  widow  consenting,  particular  rooms, 
with  the  use  of  the  halls  and  passages  so  as  to  give  ingress  and 
egress,  may  be  set  apart  as  dower,  {Parks  v.  Hardey,  4  Brad. 
B.  15.) 

In  South  Carolina,  an  assignment  of  an  entire  tract,  in  lieu  of 
one-third  of  each  separate  tract,  may  be  set  aside.  {Scott  v.  Scott, 
1  Bay^s  B.  504.)    But  in  Delaware  dower  may  be  assigned  in  one 
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tract  for  the  whole,  aooording  to  the  Englkh  mle,  the  court  holding 
that  in  general  this  is  the  mode  of  assignnient  in  cases  of  intestacy, 
and  against  the  heir;  but  that  as  against  devisees  or  purchased 
from  the  husband,  dower  is  to  be  assigned,  if  practicable,  in  the 
separate  parcels.    {CauUer  t.  Hcllandy  2'Barr.  £.  330.) 

In  Korth  Carolina,  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  the  assignment 
need  not  embrace  one-third  of  each  tract ;  but  the  jnij  mav  allot 
the  same  in  one  body  or  several,  or  one  or  more  tracts.  {Rev,  Codi 
1855,  ch.  118,  §  3.)  And  in  Massachusetts,  in  the  assignment  of 
dower,  the  commissioners  are  to  regard  the  annual  income  of  tbe 
estate  out  of  which  dower  is  to  be  assigned ^  and  set  off  to  the  widow 
so  much  as  will  yield  her  one-third  of  such  income,  in  parcels  beet 
calculated  to  the  convenience  of  herself  and  heirs.  {Leonard  t. 
Zeanardj  4  Maaa.  H.  533.  JUUler  v.  Miller^  12  t5.  455*  Conner 
V.  Shepherd^  15  ib,  164.  And  vide  Janes  v.  Bremer^  1  Pick,  R 
814.     Oen.  Seat.  ch.  90,  §  5.) 

In  1796,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  a  widow  was  allowed 
dower  in  tIH  r  pst^'ts  of  the  great  sheep  pasture  in  Nantucket 
{Coffin  V.  Coffin,  4  Dane's  Ahr.  674.) 

In  New  Jersey  it  is  held  that  a  widow  is  not  bound  to  claim  or 
take  dower  entire  out  of  the  whole  plantation  in  possession  of  the 
husband's  heirs,  but  may  recover  it  in  parcels  of  the  several  tenants 
in  possession.  {Sip  y.Zanhack,  2  Hoar.  R.  442.)  The  genenJ 
rule  is,  that  dower  is  to  be  assigned  in  separate  parcels,  and  bj 
metes  and  bounds,  if  practicable ;  but  if  impracticable,,  then  it 
may  be  assigned  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  the  parties  may 
occupy  the  whole  alternately..  {Matter  of  Chase,  1  Rland^s  R. 
206.  Stevens  v.  Stevens;^  Dana's  R.  373.  Uyzer  v.  Stoker,  3  B. 
Mon.  R.  117.  And  vide  Pierce  Y.WilliainSy  2  Penn.  ^.-700.) 
And  in  Vermont,  Maine,  'New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  per- 
haps some  other  states,  it  is  expressly  provided  by  statute  that  the 
widow  shall  take  one-tliird  of  the  rents  and  profits,  if  no  division  is 
practicable.  In  Kentucky  the  widow  may  elect  to  have  the  prop- 
erty every  third  year,  or  one-third  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits. 
in  Illinois  and  Missouri,  when  the  commissioners  for  assigning 
dower  report  that  a  division  will  be  injurious,  tlie  widow  is  to  have 
the  yearly  value  in  lieu  of  dower,  to'  be  assessed  by  a  Jury.  In 
Georgia,  if  the  property  is  situate  within  a  city,  or  village,  or  public 
place  of  business,  the  commissioners  are  to  assign  the  dower  accord* 
ing  to  quantity  or  valuation,  at  then*  discretion.    (  Vide  1  UiUiardt 
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jR^al  Prop,  135.)    In  Alabama,  dower  is  not  admeasured  under 

tlie  statute  unless  it  can  be  designated  by  metes  and  bounds.     If 

tHe  admeasurement  cannot  be  made  in  that  way,  compensation 

xoust  be  made  in  money.    (Ba/mey  v.  Frovmar^  9  Ala.  li.  901. 

jBtU  vide  Adatns  v.  Barrow,  13  ib.  205.)    And  when  compensation. 

is  made  in  money  in  lieu  of  dower,  it  must  be  by  way  of  an  annual 

p&yment  corresponding  with  the  annual  value  of  the  dower  interest 

during  the  life  of  the  doweress,  and  the  payment  should  be  secured 

l>y  a  mortgage  on  the  estate.    {Beams  v.  Smith,  11  Ala.  B.  20.) 

7Iie  rule  in  this  r^ard  is  substantially  the  same  in  South  Carolina. 

{JSayward  v.  Cuthbert,  3  Brevard^ $  R,  482.    Zeeestcer.  Bvse^,  1 

JSay'8  B.  459.) 

When  the  widow  agrees  to  take  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  of  her 
dower,,  the  amount  agreed  upon  must  be  paid,  or  the  widow  may 
recover  her  dower.     {Sargeant  v.  Bdberts,  34  Maine  B.  135.) 

§  428.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  right  to  have  the  assignment  of 
dower  by  metes  and  bounds  may  be  waived  by  the  widow,  and  in 
Bxieh  cases  an  assignment  to  hold  her  dower  in  common  and  not  in 
severalty  will  be  binding  upon  her.  If  the  widow  be  dowable  of 
several  manors,  lands,  tenements  and  commons,  she  may  accept  an 
assignment  for  life  of  any  one  or  jnore  of  them  in  lieu  of  her  dower 
in  all  the  rest ;  and  such  assignment  confirmed  by  entry  will  bind 
her,  although  it  may  be  less  than  the  value  of  her  third  part  <^f 
each.  {Bowe  v.  Bower,  5  Bos.  <fe  Pull.  B.  1,  33.  Cootea  v.  Lai^i- 
heri,  9  Vin.  Ahr.  256.)  But  mere  consent  to  accept  dower  contrary 
to  the  common  right  will  not  be  sufficient  to  bind  the  widow. 
(1  Boper^a  Husband  and  Wife,  400.) 

Where  rent  was  granted  by  the  tenant  in  tail  but  of  the  estate 
to  the  widow,  who  was  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  lands,  in  lieu 
of  her  dower,  which  she  accepted,  it  was  determined  to  be  a  good 
assignment,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  excluding  her  right  to  endow- 
ment while  the  rent*  continued  and  was  not  determined  by  the 
issue  in  tail.  {BicJdey  v.  BicJcUy,  AndersorCs  B.  287.)  And  if 
the  widow  recover  judgment  for  her  dower  out  of  certain  lands, 
and  before  execution  she  accepts  fi*oin  the  tenant  an  assignment  of 
a  rent  out  of  them,  this  assignment  will  bo  a  good  answer  by  the 
tenant  to  a  sdre-faeias  brought  by  licr  to  obtain  execution  upon 
the  judgment,  because  the  assignment  is  a  compliance  with  and 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  (  Vide  llamjer  v.  Fry,  Cro.  Fliz. 
310.    Bui  vide  Sarffeoid  v.  BdbeHs,  34  Maine  B.  135.) 
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Upon  this  Bubject  Hr.  Boper  remarks :  '^  It  is  observable  that 
it  was  the  widow's  consent,  entry  and  acceptance  which  in  the 
above  instances  gave  validity  to  the  particular  assignment  of  dower 
against  common  right.  But  her  consent  will  not  avail  to  establish 
them  when,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  she  cannot  bare 
tho  like  estate  or  interest  in  the  subject  assigned  in  lieu  of  dower 
as  she  would  have  had  if  her  dower  had  been  assigned  in  the 
regular  way,  viz.,  during  her  life.  It  may  therefore  be  considered 
as  settled  at  law,  that  an  assignment,  with  the  consent  and  accept- 
ance of  the  widow,  of  something,  in  lieu  of  dower,  to  which  she  is 
entitled  of  common  right,  must  either  be  of  some  part  of  the  lands 
of  which  she  is  dowable,  or  of  a  rent  issuing  out  of  them,  and  for 
such  an  interest  as  may  endure  for  life ;  and  that  if  any  of  these 
particulars  be  wanting,  the  assignment  will  be  void."  (1  B^ofefi 
Husband  and  Wife^  401,  citing  Co.  Zitt.  34  5.) 

It  was  at  a  veiy  early  day  expressly  decided  that  if,  after  the 
death  of  the  husband,  the  heir  makes  an  estate  to  the  wife  for  life 
of  any  land  whereof  she  is  dowable,  in  full  satisfaction  of  her 
dower,  that  is  no  bar  of  dower.  This  was  on  the  supposition  that 
the  estate  given  in  lieu  of  dower  was  effectually  conveyed  to  her, 
and  it  proceeded  on  the  principle  that  a  right  to  an  estate  of  free- 
hold could  not  be  barred  by  acceptance  of  any  collateral  recom- 
pense. (  VerTwn's  case^  4  Cokeys  H.  1.  Turney  v.  Sturge^^  Dyeri 
B.  91.) 

§  429.  The  assignment  of  dower  must  be  for  the  widow's  life, 
whether  it  be  of  common  right  or  of  a  compensation  in  lien  of 
dower.  Besides,  the  assignment  must  be  absolute,  and  not  snbject 
to  be  defeated  by  any  condition,  nor  lessened  by  any  exception  or 
reservation.  {Co.  Litt.  34.)  It  has  been  held,  however,  at  law, 
that  where  dower  is  assigned  upon  condition,  the  assignment  would 
be  good,  but  the  condition  void.  Thus,  if  dower  were  assigned  of 
the  land  with  the  exception  of  the  trees  growing  upon  it,  the 
exception  would  be  void.  (BvUoch  v.  Finch^  1  Roll.  Ahr.  682.) 
In  equity,  however,  under  the  doctrine  of  election,  the  widow 
would  bo  considered  to  be  excluded  from  her  dower  in  tliose 
instances,  if  she  accepted  the  compensation  in  lieu  of  it,  or  tlie 
assignment  made  upon  conditions.  (Birmingham  v.  IRncan^  3 
Sch.  dk  Lefroy^a  B.  444.)  Should  the  sheriff,  heir,  or  tenant  assign 
more  to  the  widow  than  a  third  part  of  the  subject  in  which  she 
is  entitled  to  dower,  the  remedies  vary  according  to  the  persons  by 
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whom  it  was  assigned.  If  it  be  assigned  by  tbe  sheriff,  his  mis- 
take in  assigning  more  than  one-third  for  dower  will  be  corrected 
TipoB  acire-facias  for  an  assignment  de  novo  by  the  heir  or  tenant. 
(Ucnvard  v.  Cavendishy  Palmer^a  B.  266.  1  Brighfs  Husband 
and  Wifcy  380.)  And  if  the  assignment  be  of  lands  not  comprised 
in  the  judgment,  they  may  be  recovered  back  by  an  ejectment; 
for  whatever  is  included  in  the  sheriff's  return,  and  not  authorized 
"by  the  judgment,  to  that  extent  the  execution  is  void.  {Brock  v. 
Jjindaey^  2  Id,  Baym.  B.  1293-1295.)  If  the  widow  should  be 
lawfully  evicted  of  her  dower  which  has  been  assigned  to  her,  she 
Tvill  be  entitled  to  be  endowed  anew ;  and  then  she  will  receive  the 
full  third  part  of  all  the  real  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  of 
which  she  is  by  law  dowable.  (ScoU  v.  Hancock^  13  Mass.  B. 
162, 168.  Vide  also  St.  Clair  v.  WiUiama,  7  Ohio  B.  447.  Stfi- 
gleton  v.  Singleton^  5  DancCs  R.  87.  Pierson  v.  WUliamSy  23  Miss. 
B.  64.    WUlet  V.  BeaUy,  12  B.  Mon.  B.  172.) 

Equity  has  given  relief  against  a  partial  or  improper  return  by 
the  sheriff.  {Iloby  v.  Hoby^  1  Vern.  B.  218.  Sneyd  v.  J^neydy  1 
Atk.  y?.  442.)  This  case,  however,  was  decided  many  years  ago, 
and  it  is  doubtful  whether  courts  of  equity  would  at  the  present 
day  entertain  jurisdiction-  if  it  appeared  that  the  party  aggrieved 
might  have  adequate  redress  in  the  court  of  law  under  whose 
authority  the  sheriff  acted.  And  in  a  case  decided  in  the  English 
court  of  chancery,  in  1822,  the  master  of  the  rolls  expressed  the 
opinion  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  sale 
by  a  sheriff  under  an  execution,  but  that  the  proper  course  was  to 
apply  to  the  court  of  law  from  whence  the  process  issued.  {Strat- 
ford V,  Twynam^  cited  in  1  Bri^ghfs  Hmband  and  Wife^  381.) 

'  When  the  assignment  of  dower  is  made  by  commissioners  under 
the  statute,  the  commissioners  have  the  same  powers  as  a  sheriff 
under  an  execution  upon  a  judgment  in  dower ;  and  if  they  make 
any  mistake  in  the  method  of  making  the  admeasurement,  or  of 
the  quantity  assigned  to  the  widow  for  her  dower,  the  proper  cor- 
rection will  be  ordered  by  the  court  on  tho  coming  in  of  their 
report.  {Coatea  v.  Cheever^  1  Coio.  B.  460.  Matter  of  Shaw^  lb. 
176.  Hawkins  v.  HaU^  2  Bay^s  B.  449.)  When,  on  application  to 
the  surrogate,  dower  lias  been  duly  admeasured  and  assigned, 
pursuant  to  the  statute,  and  there  has  been  no  appeal  or  review  of 
the  proceedings;  the  admeasurement,  until  reversed,  is  conclusive 
in  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  widow,  as  t«  the  part 
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which  she  is  entitled  to  recover.  {Jackson  t.  Nixon^  17  Johns.  R 
123.)  But,  as  has  been  before  intimated,  although  the  admeaenre- 
ment  of  dower  is  conclusive,  as  to  the  part  to  which  she  is  entitled, 
if  entitled  at  all,  it  is  no  evidence  in  New  York,  of  her  title,  and 
she  must  make  proof  of  it  as  in  other  cases.  {Jackson  v.  RandaU. 
5  Cow.  JR.  168.  Jackson  v,  JDe  Witt^  6  tb.  316.  JacJc^m  t. 
Churchill^  7  ib.  287.    Parks  v.  Hardey^  4  Brad.  R.  15.) 

§  430.  When  the  assignment  is  made,  not  by  the  sheriff,  or  commis- 
sionera  appointed  under  the  statute,  but  by  the  heir,  then  if  be  be  of 
full  age,  and  were  imder  no  disability  when  he  made  the  assignment 
although  the  assignment  exceeded  the  widow's  one-third  part  of 
the  value  of  the  estate,  a  court  of  law  would  not  relieve  him 
against  it.  {Stoughion  v.  Leigh^  1  Taunt.  R.  404, 412.)  But  if  the 
heir  were  under  age  when  he  assigned  dower,  the  law  protects  him 
against  the  consequences  of  an  excessive  assignment,  and  supplies 
him  with  the  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower.  (  Vide  Eagles  v. 
Eagles,  2  Hayw.  R.  181.  McConnick  v.  Taylor,  2  CaH.  R.  336.) 
This  writ  is  addressed  to  the  sheriff,  directing  him  to  make  the 
admeasurement  finally.  It  is  not  made  returnable,  and  the  parties 
may  plead  before  him  if  they  think  proper.  The  books  differ  in 
regard  to  the  time  when  the  heir  is  entitled  to  issue  the  writ ; 
whether  before  he  is  of  full  age  or  not ;  but  reason  and  principle 
seem  to  be  in  favor  of  the.  rule  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  writ  dnring 
his  nonage.  {FUz.  N.  B.14lQ.  1  Rright's  ITusband  and  Wife,  dSt 
Rut  vide  Co.  Lilt.  39.) 

An  infant  heir  who  has  assigned  too  large  a  portion  of  lands 
for  dower,  cannot  defeat  the  assignment  by  entry  upon  attaining 
twenty-one,  because,  the  widow  being  entitled  to  dower^  the  assign- 
ment is  good  in  part  and  can  only  be  avoided  quoad  the  excess, 
which  is  uncertain  previous  to  admeasurement.  {Gilb.  Dower,  S8S. 
And  vide  1  Rop.  JItisband  and  Wife,  409.  McCormick  v.  Toy- 
lor,  supra.)  According  to  Mr.  Gilbert,  if  the  sheriff,  in  carrying 
into  effect  the  writ  of  execution,  did  actually  assign  more  than  a 
third  part  of  the  lands  for  dower,  when  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
a  third  only,  the  heir  might  bring  a  scire-facias,  or  he  would  be 
without  a  remedy.  {Gilb.  Dower,,  389.)  If  the  lands  assigned  by 
the  infant  heir  exceed  one-third  of  the  whole,  and  they  become  more 
valuable  than  the  remainder  by  improvements  made  by  the  widow, 
it  is  said  that  a  writ  of  admeasurement  will  not  lie  on  account  of 
Bucli  improvements,  as  that  would  be  unjust,  since  she  may  have 
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beeii  induced  to  make  them  mider  a  presumption  that  the  assign- 
ment was  proper.  But  there  ^ems  to  be  no  objection  to  the 
admeasurement  of  the  lands  assigned,  and  to  their  taking  the  over- 
plus, upon  allowing  for  the  value  of  the  improvements  of  the 
excess  of  the  lands  assigned,  (i'ite.  Jf.  B.  149.  1  BrigMa  Una- 
hand  and  Wife,  383.)  ^ 

§  431.  When  the  heir,  on  the  acceptance  of  the  widow,  assigns 
one  tract  in  lieu  of  a  third  part  of  each  of  several  tracts  of  the 
deceased  husband's  land,  this  is  called  an  assignment  against  com- 
mon right;  and  it  is  a  principle  in  such  cases  that  the  widow  takes 
subject  to  all  incumbrances  by  the  husband.     If  the  estate  turns 
out  to  be  more  valuable  than  a  third,  she  may  still  hold  it;  and  on 
the  contrary,  if  it  proves  less  valuable,  she  must  bear  the  loss. 
The  important  point  in  every  case  of  that  kind  is,  that  the  widow 
has  accepted  what  could  not  have  been  lawfully  assigned  to  her 
against  her  will.    It  is  a  voluntary  release  of  a  legal  right  for 
something  supposed  to  be  equivalent  or  more.     The  release  must 
stand,  though  the  consideration  fail.     This  is  upon  the  principle 
that  it  would  be  highly  injurious  to  the  public  if  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser should  not  be  protected  in  such  a  case.    He  is  not  bound  to 
look  beyond  the  deed  of  release.     {Jones  v.  Brewer^  1  Pick.  R.  317, 
318.    Vide  also  French  v.  Pratty  27  Maine  B.  381.    Sargeant  v. 
Boberte,  34  ih.  135.) 

When  the  tenant  assigned  to  the  widow  twenty  bushels  of  wheat 
every  year,  for  her  life,  out  of  lands  in  which  she  was  entitled  to 
dower,  that  being  in  the  nature  of  rent,  and  accepted  hy  hcr^  it  was 
held  to  be  a  good  assigmnent  of  dower.  An  assignment  of  rent 
for  dower  is  said  to  be  against  common  right,  and  it  is  therefore 
the  consent  and  acceptance  of  the  widow  which  give  validity  to 
the  assignment;  and  her  consent  will  not  avail  when,  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction,  she  cannot  have  the  life  estate  or  interest 
in  the  subject  assigned  in  lieu  of  dower,  as  she  would  have  had  if 
her  dower  had  been  assigned  in  the  usual  way  during  her  life. 
{EUicott  V.  Mosier^  11  Barb.  B.  574,  579.)  And  we  have  seen 
tbat,  except  in  case  of  endowment  agahist  common  righty  when 
the  widow  is  evicted  from  the  lands  assigned  to  her  as  dower,  by 
a  title  paramount  to  that  of  her  husband,  she  is  entitled  to  be 
endowed  anew  of  a  third  of  the  remaining  lands.  {AntCy  §  429. 
Holloinen  v.  HoUomeny  5  Smedea  <&  Marsh,  B.  569.  Bustard^s 
caae,  4  Coke's  B.  122.) 
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§  432.  By  virtue  of  the  ancient  statute  of  Mepton,  20  Ileii.  lily 
eh.  1,  which  has  been  expressly  or  impliedly  adopted  in  most  of  the 
United  States,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  from  the 
death  of  her  husband,  as  well  as  her  share  of  the  land,  provided 
her  husband  died  seised ;  but  as  against  an  alienee,  only  from  the 
time  that  dower  is  demanded.    (1  HiUiarcCs  Real  Prop.  144.    4 
KenCa  Com,  65.    Jackson  v.  O^Donaghyy  7  Johns.  R.  247.)    But 
damages  can  only  be  recovered  in  writs  of  dower  urkde  nihil  hahet, 
and  do  not  extend  to  the  writ  of  right  of  dower,  because  damages 
can  only  be  given  for  the  detention  of  the  possession ;  and  in  writs 
of  right,  when  the  right  itself  is  doubtful,  no  damages  are  given, 
because  no  wrong  is  done  till  tlie  right  is  determined.    And  gen- 
erally, damages  are  only  due  from  the  time  when  the  claim  of 
dower  has  been  made,  for  the  heir  on  whom  the  law  casts  the  free* 
hold  is  not  bound  to  assign  dower  until  it  is  demanded.    But  this 
rule  is  modified  by  the  statutes  of  some  of  the  states.    At  common 
law,  no  damages  were  recoverable  in  dower,  and  consequently  they 
depend  entirely  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute.    {EwJtler  v. 
JEUis,  2  Johns.  R.  119.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York  the  widow  is  entitled  to  damages 
from  the  death  of  the  husband  provided  he  died  seised*  She  can 
recover  them  only  against  the  tenant,  and  he  is  liable  for  them  for 
the  whole  time,  though  he  has  not  himself  been  half  the  time  in 
possession.  {Hitchcock  v.  Harrington,^  6  Johns.  R.  290.)  The 
damages  by  statute  are  one-third  part  of  the  annual  value  of  tlie 
mesne  profi^ts  of  the  lands  in  which  she  recovers  dower,  to  be  esti- 
mated  in  a  suit  against  the  heirs  of  her  husband  from  the  time  of 
his. death ;  and  in  suits  against  other  persons,  from  the  time  of  her 
demanding  her  dower  of  such  persons ;  and  in  all  cases  to  be  esti- 
mated to  the  time  of  recovering  judgment  for  such  damages,  bat 
not  to  exceed  six  years  in  the  whole  in  any  case.  But  the  damages 
are  not  to  be  estimated  for  the  use  of  any  permanent  improve- 
ments made  after  the  death  of  her  husband  by  his  heirs,  or  by  any 
other  person  claiming  title  to  such  lands.  And  when  the  widow 
recovera  her  dower  in  any  lands  claimed  by  the  heir  of  her  husband, 
she  is  entitled  to  recover  of  such  heir,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  her 
damages  for  withholding  such  dower  from  the  time  of  the  death  of 
her  husband  to  the  time  of  such  alienation  by  the  heir,  not  exceed- 
ing six  yeara  in  the  whole ;  and  the  amount  recovered  from  such 
heir  must  be  deducted  from  the  amount  she  would  otherwise  be 
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entitled  to  recover  from  such  grantee;  and  also  any  amount 
recovered  as  damages  from  such  grantee,  must  be  deducted  from 
the  sum  she  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  recover  from  such  heir. 
(1  R.  S.part  2,  ck  1,  tit.  3,  §§  20,  21,  22.     1  Stat,  at  Large,  694.) 

When  there  are  several  heirs  and  terre-tenants,  the  amount  of 
the  widow's  damages,  to  which  she  is  entitled  for  the  use  of  the 
undivided  third  of  the  premises  of  which  the  husband  died  seised, 
from  the  death  of  her  husband,  exclusive  of  the  improvements 
since  made  thereon,  must  be  assessed  upon  such  heirs  and  terre- 
tenants  respectively,  according  to  the  time  of  their  enjoyment  of 
the  premises.     {Hazen  v.  Thtcrber,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  604.) 

The  widow  is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the  purchaser  any 
arrears  which  accrued  previous  to  his  purchase  of  the  premises. 
These  arrears  are  to  be  ascertained,  when  there  is  an  outstanding 
mortgage,  by  deducting  one-third  of  the  interest  on  the  amount 
due  thereon  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  from  one-third  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  property,  over  and  above  necessary  repairs,  taxes 
and  other  proper  charges  thereon.  {Russell  v.  Austin^  1  Paiges 
Ch.  R.  192.)  But  if  the  husband  died  seised  the  widow  may 
recover  in  equity  her  share  of  the* rents  and  profits  from  the  death 
of  her  husband,  although  no  demand  was  made  by  her  before  suit ; 
and  on  her  death  pending  the  suit,  her  executors  may  revive, 
although  equity  cannot  give  her  such  arrears  in  a  direct  proceed- 
ing for  their  recovery,  when  the  husband  aliened  the  premises 
before  his  death.     {Johnson  v.  Thomas,  2  Paiges  Ch.  R.  377.) 

§  433.  In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  damages  are  recoverable  in 
cases  of  dower,  from  the  time  of  demand  made  on  him  who  was  the 
tenant  of  the  freehold  at  the  time  of  the  demand.  {Oen.  Stat. 
1860,  ch.  135,  §  5.  Leavitt  v.  Lamprey,  13  Pick.  R.  382.)  And 
damages  are  measured  in  actions  of  dower  by  the  annual  value  of 
the  land,  and  may  be  assessed  by  the  court,  with  the  demandant's 
assent.    {Perry  v.  Goodxoin,  6  Mass.  R.  499.) 

In  an  action  for  dower,  where  the  only  issues  are  upon  the 
demandant's  marriage  and  on  her  husband's  seisin,  the  tenant  can- 
not avail  himself  of  any  improvements  by  him  made  since  the 
husband's  alienation.  {Ayer  v.  Spring,  10  Mass.  R.  80.)  And 
when  the  tenant,  a  purchaser,  pleaded  to  a  writ  of  dower  that  he 
could  not  deny  the  demandant's  right,  but  that  he  made  improve- 
ments on  the  land,  and  had  assigned  to  the  demandant  what  was 
equal  to  a  full  third  part  of  the  premises  as  they  were  at  the  time 
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of  the  husband's  alienation  thereof,  upon  demurrer,  it  was  held,  that 
as  a  plea  in  bar,  the  plea  was  bad,  and  must  be  construed  as  admit- 
ting dower  in  the  premises,  without  the  improvements.  {SUants  v. 
Stoiftj  8  Pick,  a.  638.)  If  a  demandant  in  a  writ  of  dower  dies 
after  she  recovers  judgment  for.her  dower,  but  before  dower  is  set 
out  to  her,  the  action  dies  with  her,  and  judgment  for  damages  for 
the  detention  of  dower  cannot  be  rendered  on  motion  of  her 
administrator  as  of  a  former  term.  {Atkins  v.  Yeamans,  6  Mete. 
J2.  438.)  In  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  the  rule  with  respect  to 
damages  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  New  York ;  as  against  the 
heir^  they  are  estimated  from  the  husband's  death.  But  it  has  been 
held  in  New  Jersey,  that  "itow^  temps  j>rist" — ready  at  all  times 
— is  a  good  plea  for  the  heir  or  devisee  of  the  husband,  if  he  died 
seised,  and  he  need  not  aver  in  his  plea  that  he  is  heir  or  devisee. 
{Hopper  V.  Hopper y  1  Jf.  J.  H.  543.)  But  it  is  not  a  good  plea  for 
the  husband's  alienee,  who  is  liable  to  damages  from  the  husband's 
death.  (  Woodruff  v.  Brovm^  4  HarHsorCs  R  246.  As  per  1  HSir 
iard^s  Real  Prop.  144,  note  c.) 

*  So  also  the  rule  is  the  same  in  the  State  of  Delaware ;  and  it 
has  been  held  in  Delaware,  that  interest  may  be  recovered  on 
arrears  of  an  annuity  given  in  lieu  of  dower,  though  there  be  a 
power  of  distress.  {Houston  v.  Jamison^  4  HarringtorCs  £.  330. 
Zayton  v.  BiiUer^  lb.  507.  And  vide  1  HiUiarcTs  Real  Prop. 
144,  and  note  d,) 

In  the  States  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Khode  Island  and 
Maryland,  damages  are  recovered  after  but  not  before  the  dower 
is  demanded ;  and  in  Maine  the  widow  is  entitled  to  one-third  of 
the  rents  till  the  dower  is  assigned.  (1  HiUiarcCs  Real  Prop. 
144, 145.    Steiger  v.  HiUer,  6  GUI  db  Johns.  R.  121.) 

In  Ohio  and  Alabama,  no  damages  are  allowed  the  widow  on 
the  admeasurement  or  recovery  of  her  dower,  but  in  Ohio  the  com- 
missionei's  for  assigning  dower  are  required  to  appraise  the  yearly 
value  of  the  land,  from  the  date  of  the  petition  to  that  of  tlie 
assignment,  and  one-thirS  of  the  amount,  deducting  any  improve- 
ments by  a  purchaser  from  the  husband,  is  decreed  to  the  widow. 
{Laws  of  1842,  6.  1  HiUiard's  Real  Prop.  145,  note  b.  Bank 
V.  Dunsethy  10  Ohio  R.  18.)  And  m  South  Carolina,  tn^rtf^f, 
or  rents,  issues  and  profits  are  allowed  when  the  husband  died 
seised.  {Heyward  v.  Outhburt^  \  McCorWs  R.  386.  Wright  v^ 
Jenningsy  1  Bailey* s  R.  277.    Creary  v.  Cloibdy  2  ib.  343.   Richard 
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V.  TaUnn,  1  Rice's  Eg.  R.  158.     Vide  also  Woodward  v.TTood. 
ward,  2  Rich.  ^q.  R.  23.) 

In  the  State  of  Midsouri,  damages  arc  recovered  to  tlio  time  of 
the  trial;  and  in  Alabama  from  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
In  Virginia,  the  widow  has  an  account  of  profits,  as  against  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  husband,  only  from  the  date  of  tho  subpwna. 
(1  lliUiard'a  Real  Prop.  145'  McClanehan  v.  Porter^  10  Mo. 
li.  746.  Rankin  v.  Oliphanty  9  ih.  .239.  Ikavcrs  v.  Smithy  11 
Ala.  R.  20.  Smith  v.  Smith,  13  ib.  329.  Francis  v.  Garrard,  18 
ib.  794.     Tod  v.  Baylor,  4  Zeiffh's  R.  49S.) 

In  Wisconsin  the  widow  recovera  one-third  of  the  profits  from 
the  husband^s  death,  from  the  heir,  and  from  others  only  from 
demand.  If  the  heir  alienate  .the  land,  he  is  liable  to  damages 
from  the  husband's  death  to  such  alienation,  not  exceeding  six 
years ;  and  damages  are  not  recoverable  against  both  the  heir  and 
purchaser.  (1  Uilliard^s  Real  Prop.  145.)  Similar  provisions  to 
those  of  the  ancient  statute  of  Merton  are  contained  in  the  statutes 
of  others  of  the  American  States.  {Vide  Sharp  v.  Pettit,  3 
Yeate^s  R.  38.  Seatan  v.  Jemison,  7  Watts'^  R.  5,  33.  Marshall 
V.  Anderson,  1  B.  Mon.  R.  198.  McElroy  v.  Walters,  3  ih.  137. 
Gauton  v.  Bates,  4  ib.  367.  Davie  v.  Logan^  9  Dana^s  R.  186. 
WiUers  V.  Gooch,  6  J.^  J.  Marsh.  R.  590.  TeLlmau  v.  Bowen,  8 
Gill  (&  Johns.  R.  333.  Kiddall  v.  Trimble,  1  Md.  Ch.  Uecis.  143. 
Goodbwm  y.  Stevens,  Ib.  420.) 

§  434.  With  respect  to  the  principles  upon  which  dower  is 
admeasured,  there  is  a  similarity  in  the  laws  of  the  states,  though 
tliere  is  not  entire  uniformity.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
where  the  land  has^  been  aliened  during  the  coverture,  tlie  widow's 
dower  is  to  be  taken  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time 
of  tho  alienation ;  that  is  to  say,  the  assignment  to  the  widow 
should  be  of  one-third  of  the  whole  estimated  value  of  tlie  prop- 
erty, deducting  the  value' of  the  improvements  made  since  the 
alienation  by  the  husband.  {Coates  v.  Cheever,  1  Cow.  R.  460. 
Ilamphrey  v.  Plinney,  2  Johns.  R.  484.  Dorchester  v.  Coventry, 
11  ib.  510.  Shav}  v.  White,  13  ib.  179.  Doff  v.  BasseU,  15  ib. 
21.  Hale  V.  James,  6  Johns.  Ch.  R.  258.  Walker  v.  Schuyler,  10 
Wend.  R.  480.)  Or,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute  now  in  force,  in 
making  the  admeasurement,  the  commissioners  are  required  to 
take  into  view  any  permanent  improvements  made  upon  the  lands 
from  which  the  dower  is  to  be  assigned,  by  any  heir,  guardian  of 
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minors,  or  otlier  owners,  since  the  death  of  the  husband  of  the 
widow,  or  since  the  alienation  thereof  by  such  husband ;  and,  if 
practicable,  they  are  to  award  such  improvements  within  that  part 
of  the  lands  not  allotted  to  the  widow,  and  if  not  practicable  so 
to  award  the  same,  they  must  make  a  deduction  from  the  lands 
allotted  to  such  widow  proportionate  to  the  benefit  she  will  derive 
from  such  part  of  the  improvements  as  may  be  included  in  the 
portion  assigned  to  her.  (2  R.  8.  part  3,  ch.  8,  tit.  7,  §  13. 
2  Stat,  at  Large^  512.  Vide  also  Leonard  v.  Steele^  4  Barbow^i 
R.  20,  23.) 

Admeasurers  of  dower,  in  ascertaining  the  part  to  be  assigned  to 
the  widow,  are  not  authorized  to  make  any  deduction  in  conse- 
quence of  any  conveyance  of  land  or  other  gift  made  to  the  wife 
daring  coverture.    {Hyde^  v.  Hyde^  4  Wend.  JR.  630.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts  the  right  to  dower  as  against  the 
husband's  grantees  is  limited  to  Uie  value  of  the  premises  at 
the  time  of  the  husband's  last  seisin,  and  does  not  include  improve- 
ments made  by  the  grantees  and  those  claiming  under  them. 
{Lelibey  v.  ScoU^  4  Dane^a  Abr.  675,  Ayer  v.  Spring^  9  Mom.  R. 
8.  CaUin  v.  Ware,  Ih.  218.  Wehh  v.  Tovmsend,  1  Pick.  R.  21. 
Steams  v.  Swift,  8  ib.  535.  And  vide  White  v.  WiUis,  7  ib.  143. 
White  V.  Cutler,  17  ib.  248.)  The  reason  given  for  the  rule  is,  that 
the  heir  is  not  bound  to  warrant  except  according  to  the  value  bs 
it  was  at  tlie  time  of  the  alienation,  and  therefore  the  wife  ongfat 
not  to  recover  more  against  the  alienee  of  the  husband ;  and  the 
rule  is  said  to  be  supported  in  Massachusetts  upon  principles  of 
public  policy,  that  purchasers  may  not  be  discouraged  from  improv- 
ing their  lands.  {Gore  v.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  R.  5^3,  544.  PcwdlT. 
Mmson,  3  Mason's  R.  347,  365-370.  Parker  v.  Parker,  17  Pick. 
R.  236.)  But  when  the  heir  of  the  husband  makes  improvements 
after  the  land  descends  to  him  the  rule  is  otherwise,  for  it  is  said  to  be 
his  folly  not  to  assign  the  widow  her  dower  before  he  makes  the 
improvements.  {Catlin  v.  Ware,  supra  J)  And  if  the  lands  have 
greatly  increased  in  value,  not  from  improvements  made  upon  tliem, 
nor  from  the  discovery  of  any  new  sources  of  profit,  but  from 
extrinsic  causes,  as  the  increase  of  commerce  or  population,  it  may 
be  a  question  whether,  on  the  extendi  ad  valentiam,  the  lands  to  be 
recovered  in  recompense  would  be  valued  at  the  increased  price,  so 
that  the  quantity  might  be  proportionally  reduced.  {Gore  v.  Bm- 
zier^  supra.) 
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In  the  assignment  of  dower  in  Massachusetts,  the  commissioners 
are  to  regard  the  annual  income  ef  the  estate  out  of  which  the 
dower  is  to  be  assigned,  and  set  off  to  the  widow  so  much  as  will 
yield  her  one-third  of  such  income,  in  parcels  best  calculated  to  the 
convenience  of  herself  and  the  heirs,  as  has  been  before  intimated. 
{Leonard  v.  Leonard^  4  Mass.  R.  533.  Miller  v.  Miller^  12  ib.  455. 
Ge7i.  Stat.  ck.  90,  §  5.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  an  allotment  of  dower  in  land  aliened 
by  tlie  husband  in  his  life-time,  must  include  one-third  in  value  of 
the  estate,  as  it  was  when  the  alienee  took  possession.  {Mahoney 
V.  Yaung,  3  Dmm'a  li.  588.  Wall  v.  IJill,  7  ib.  175.)  And  the 
rule  is  substantially  tlie  same  in  the  State  of  Mississippi.  (  Wood- 
bridge  V.  Wilkins^  3  ITow.  R.  360.)  So  also  in  Pennsylvania,  the 
rule  is  similar,  and  improvements  upon  lands  at\er  alienation  by 
the  husband,  are  not  to  be  included  in  the  admeasurement  of  dower. 
{Thompson  v.  Morrow^  5  Serg.  <&  Rawle^s  R.  289.  Van  Doren  v. 
Van  Doren,  2  Penn.  R.  697.  Shirtz  v.  Shirtz,  b  Watt' a  R.  255.) 
So  also  in  the  State  of  Ohio.  {Dunseth  v.  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  6  Ohio  R.  76.)  So  also  in  Alabama.  {Birney  v.  Frowner, 
9  Ala,  R.  901.)  And  so  likewise,  in  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
when  land  has  been  aliened  by  the  husband,  his  widow  is  entitled 
to  dower  only  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  it  was 
aliened.  {Rv-ssell  v.  Gee,  2  Rej?.  Con,  Ct.  254.  Brovyn  v.  Duncan, 
4  McCord^s  R.  346.) 

The  ancient  and  settled  rule  of  the  common  law  was,  that  in  all 
cases  of  alienation  by  the  husband,  the  widow  took  her  dower 
according  to  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  alienation, 
and  not  according  to  its  subsequent  increased  or  improved  value  ; 
and  it  may  be  affinned  that  as  a  general  rule  the  same  doctrine 
applies  in  the  American  States,  when  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower  at  all  in  the  lands  aliened  by  the  husband  during  coverture. 
(  Vide  4  Kent's  Com.  66.  But  vide  Tod  v.  Bayler,  4  Leigh's  R. 
498.)  And  so  also  it  is  the  general  rule  that,  when  the  heir 
improves  the  estate  after  the  husband's  death,  as  by  building  or 
draining,  or,  if  the  property  be  more  valuable,  by  other  means  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  of  dower  than  at  the  husband's  decease 
the  widow  will  be  entitled  to  have  her  dower  of  the  lands  so 
improved  and  become' more  valuable,  without  any  allowance  to  the 
heir  on  either  of  these  accounts,  beqause,  by  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, the  widow's  title  to  dower  was  consummate,  and  she  was 
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entitled  to  an  assignment  of  it  immediately.  And  npon  the  same 
principle  the  widow  must  bear  a  proportion  of  the  loss  which  may 
be  incurred  in  an  unavoidable  diminution  in  the  value  of  the  lands 
during  the  time  which  intervenes  between  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band and  the  assignment  of  her  dower.  In  other  words,  as  between 
the  heir  and  the  widow,  she  is  entitled  to  have  her  dower  of  the 
lands  according  to  their  value  at  the  time  she  was  entitled  to  hare 
her  dower  assigned.  This  is  the  doctrine  at  common  law,  and  as 
a  general  rule  it  is  recognized  both  in  this  country  and  in  England. 
{Thompson  v.  Morrow,  5  Serg.  <&  Baxol^s  R.  289.  Park  on  Dovcer, 
256.     Doe  Y.Gwinnell,  1  Gale  &  Dav.  R,  180.) 

§  435.  It  has  been  affirmed  as  the  current  of  authority  in  this 
country,  that  most  unquestionably  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  any  improvement  by  the  heir  ;  because  the  assignment 
of  dower  relates  lack  to  the  death  of  the  husband,  but  any  iraprove- 
ments  by  a  purchaser  of  the  husband  are  not  to  be  taken  into  the 
account,  but  dower  is  to  be  assigned  in  that  case,  according  to 
the  value  of  the  land  at  the  thne  of  the  tranffer;  and  that,  whether 
the  improvements  are  made  before  or  after  the  husband's  death,  or 
with  or  without  notice  of  tlie  widow's  right  of  dower.  If  the 
property  decreases  in  value,  either  through  the  fault  of  the  heir  or 
the  purchaser,  it  seems  the  wife  has  no  remedy,  and  must  take 
dower  according  to  the  value  of  the  assignment. 

If,  however,  the  land  has  increased  in  value  not  by  the  labors 
of  the  heir,  or  of  the  purchaser,  but  from  extrinsic  and  collateral 
causes,  as  the  increasing  prosperity  of  the  country,  the  erection  of 
manufactories  in  the  vicinity,  and  the  like,  the  wife  shall  have  the 
benefit  of  such  increased  value,  or,  in  other  words,  the  valne  at 
tlie  time  of  allotment,  excluding  Hie  pxtrchaser^s  improvements. 
{Bing,  on  Gov,  318,  note  3.)  This  aspect  of  the  subject  has  been 
referred  to  before,  and  the  rule  stated  is  the  doctrine  in  most  of 
the  states ;  though  in  New  York  and  Virginia  the  rule  has  been 
adopted  as  we  have  seen,  which  confines  the  widow  in  CAses  of 
alienation  by  the  husband,  to  one-third  of  the  value  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  by  the  husband. 

§  436.  A  few  words  may  not  be  out  of  place  respecting  the 
proof  necessary  to  be  made  by  the  widow  in  her  action  to  recoTcr 
her  dower,  or  the  land  set  off  to  her  by  the  commissioners  appointed 
to  admeasure  her  dower.  Tliere  are  certain  rules  which  mav  l)e 
regarded  as  peculiar,  though  not  exclusively  applicable  to  this 


A SSIQ NMENT     OF  DO  WER  613 

class  of  cases.  Thus  if  one  tenant  in  common  of  land  ocenpies  the 
whole,  and  conveys  it  in  fee,  his  grantor  is  estopped,  in  a  writ  of 
dower  brought  against  him  by  the  widow  of  the  grantor,  to  deny 
the  title  and  seisin  of  the  latter  in  the  whole  estate.  (  Wedge  v. 
3loorey  6  Cash.  R.  8.)- 

The  proceedings  under  the  statute  for  the  admeasurement  of 
dower  cannot  be  impeached  in  ejectment  for  the  dower  for'any 
mere  formal  irregularity;  if  enough  appears  to  show  that  the 
tribunal  making  the  assignment  had  jurisdiction,  it  is  sufficient. 
{Jackson  v.  JValtermirey  7  Cow.  R.  353.  Jackson  v.  l^ixon^  17 
Johns,  a.  123.  Jackson  v.  Aspell^  20  iJ.  411.)  The  admeasure- 
ment of  dower  in  the  widow's  ejectment  is  conclusive  as  to  the  part 
to  which  she  is  entitled,  but  is  no  evidence  of  lier  title.  (Jackson 
T.  Randall^  5  Coio.  R.  168.  Jackson  v.  De  Witt,  6  ib.  316.  Jack- 
son v.  Churchill,  7  ii.  287.) 

In  ejectment  for  dower  against  a  grantee  of  the  husband  by 
guitclaim  deed,  or  a  person  holding  under  such  grantee,  the 
defendant  is  not  estopped  from  showing  that  the  husband  was  not 
Beised  of  such  an  estate  in  the  premises  as  to  entitle  his  widow  to 
dower.  {Sparrow  v.  Kingman,  1  N.  Y.  R.  242.)  Indeed  the 
rule  would  seem  to  be  the  same  if  the  defendant  in  such  a  case 
holds  under  a  vjarratiti/  desd  from  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff. 
Tlie  doctrine  of  estoppel,  which  might  apply  between  the  grantor 
and  grantee,  cannot  be  set  up  by  the  widow  of  the  grantor  in  her 
action  for  dower,  for  the  reason  that  the  covenants  of  her  husband 
could  not  estop  her.  She  must  be  regarded  as  neither  a  party  nor 
pri\7',  but  a  stranger  to  the  conveyance,  claiming  by  paramount 
title.  An  estoppel  must  be  mutual,  and  therefore  npne  exists  in 
the  case  supposed.  (/J.  Vide  also  Gaunt  v.  Wainman,  3  Bing. 
Ifew  Cases,  69.)  The  contrary  doctrine,  however,  was  held  by  a 
current  of  authorities,  from  Bancroft  v.  White  (1  Caines*  R,  185), 
to  Sherwood  v.  Vandenhough  (2  IlilVs  R.  203)  ;  but  th'ose  autlior- 
ities  are  now  overruled  by  the  case  of  Sparrow  v.  Kingman,  deter- 
mined by  the  New  York  court  of  appeals.  So  also  in  tlie  State 
of  Maine  the  doctrine  was  asserted  in  several  cases  that  the  tenant 
against  whom  the  widow  brought  her  action  for  dower  was 
estopped  from  denying  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  dower  when 
the  tenant  claimed  title  derived  from  the  husband.  {Kimhall  v. 
Kimball,  2  GreenL  R,  226.  Nason  v.  Allen,  6  ib.  243.  Haines 
V.    Gardner,  10  Maine  R,  383.     Smith  v.  Ingalls,  l3  ib.  284. 
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Hamhlin  v.  Bank  of  CumJberland^  19  ib.  66.)  But  this  doctrine 
lias  l)cen  overruled  in  that  state,  and  the  contmry  doctrine  ftllj 
established.  In  one  case  where  the  point  was  made,  Chief  Justice 
Shepley.  thus  disposed  of  it:  "It  is  insisted  that  the  tenant  is 
estopped  to  deny  the  seisin  of  the  husband,  as  he  holds  the  esUte 
by  a  title  derived  from  him.  While  he  may  not  be  |>emiitted  to 
deny  that  the  husband  was  seised,  he  may  be  permitted  to  show  the 
character  of  that  seisin,  and  that  it  was  not  such  that  his  widow 
would  be  entitled  to  dower."  {Gammon  v.  Freeman^  31  Maine  R. 
243.)  In  a  much  earliei:  case  the  same  principle  was  indicated, 
though  not  fully  established.  {CampheU  v.  Knight^  24  tJ.  232.) 
And  in  a  case  decided  as  late  as  1862,  the  rule  was  full}'  settled  that 
a  tenant  in  aft  action  of  dower  is  not  estopped  from  showing  that 
the  seisin  of  the  husband  was  not  such  as  to  give  his  wife  a  right  of 
dower  when  he  or  his  grantor  has  accepted  a  deed  of  the  premises 
from  the  husband  and  claims  under  it,  although  lie  may  be  estopped 
from  denying  the  right  of  the  husband  to  give  the  deed.  {Fo^ff 
V.  Dvnnd,  1  Am.  La/w.  Reg.  [iT.  S.l  604.     S.  C.  4:^' Maine  R  44,) 

In  New  Hampshire  the  rule  upon  the  subject  is  substantially  the 
same  as  in  Maine.  (Moore  v.  Fstg^  5  N.  H.  H.  479.  Vide  also 
Hutchins  V.  Carlton^  19  ih.  487.)  And  the  same  may  be  said  of 
the  State  of  Khode  Island,  where  it  has  been  held  that  the  accept- 
ance of  a  deed-poll  conveying  with  covenants  of  warranty  lands 
purchased,  and  taking  and  holding  possession  under  it,  do  not 
estop  the  grantee  from  disputing  the  grantor's  title  to  such  lands, 
prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  upon  a  sul>sequent 
claim  of  dower  in  the  lands  by  the  widow  of  the  grantor.  {Gardner 
V.  Greene  J  5  R.  I.  li.  104.) 

The  doctrine  in  Massachusetts  upon  the  subject  is  the  same  as  at 
present  recognized  in  New  York  and  in  Maine.  {Small  v.  Proctor^ 
15  Mass.  R.  495.)  But  the  nile  is  different  in  New  Jersey,  and 
perhaps  in  some  others  of  the  states.  {English  v.  Wright^  Cox^s  /?. 
437.)  Undoubtedly  when  the  defendant  in  such  a  case  holds 
nnder  a  conveyance  from  the  husband  of  the  widow,  prim*!  facie 
she  is  entitled  to  her  dower ;  but  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  cannot  be 
properly  applied  to  this  class  of  cases.  And  it  probably  makes  no 
difference  whether  the  conveyance  from  the  husband  be  a  full 
covenant  warranty  deed  or  a  simple  quitclaim ;  the  reasoning  . 
would  be  the  same  in  each  case.  (Finn^  v.  Sleight,  8  Barbonr'i 
li.  401.    Foster  v.  JDwinel^  supra.) 


ASSIGNMENT  OF  DOWER.  615 

« 

The  widow  in  her  action  for  dower  can  recover  only  npon  the 

strength  of  her  husband's  title ;  and  she  must  show  a  sddn  in  him 

dixring  coverture,  or  she  will  fail  in  her  suit,    {Poor  v.  IlorUm^  15 

^arh.  JR.  485.    Vide  Keator  v.  Dimmick^  46  jJb.  158.)    But  the 

production  of  a  deed  conveying  the  legal  title  to  the  husband, 

proof  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  land,  and  aliened  it  during 

tlie  coverture,  and  that  the  defendant  claims  and  holds  it,  are 

sufficient,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  that  he  holds  or  claims  under 

adverse  title,  or  any  fact  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  the  widow 

to  support  her  claim  to  dower  against  the  husband's  alien^.     The 

-^vidow  is  not  bound  to  show  a  regular  paper  title.    (  Wad  v.  Hill^ 

7  I>and*s  H.  174.     Griggs  v.  Smithy  7  JIalst.  JR.  22.) 

Under  the  Massachusetts  statute  in  relation  to  the  competency 
of  a  party  to  give  testimony  as  to  a  matter  in  which  the  adverse 
party  is  dead,  the  demandant  in  a  writ  of  dower  is  a  competent 
-witness  to  prove  her  husband's  death.  {Flynn  v.  Coffee^  12  AUerCa 
JR.  133.) 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  tliat  land  granted  to  the 
huflband  of  the  demandant  is  the  same  land  of  which  dower  is 
demanded.  {Keefer,\,  Young ^  2  Har.  <&  Johns.  R.  53.)  And  in 
ejectment  for  dower,  the  admissions  of  the  husband,  while  living, 
are  competent  in  bar  of  the  title  of  the  widow.  (  Yan  Duync  v. 
Thayre,  14  Wend.  B.  233.) 

His  possesion  of  the  laifti  in  which  dower  is  claimed  being 
proved,  tlie  husband's  declarations  are  admissible  to  show  its 
extent;  and  office  copies  of  deeds  have  been  held  to  be  admis- 
sible for  the  same  purpose,  without  proof  of  the  execution  of  the 
orginals.  {Forrest  v.  Trammell^  1  Bailey^s  R.  77.)  And  in  South 
Carolina  it  has  also  been  held  tliat,  to  support  her  claim  for  dower, 
a  widow  is  not  obliged  to  produce  the  title-deeds  to  her  husband 
{Smith  V.  Paysenger^  2  Rep.  Con.  Ct.  59) ;  but  it  is  sufficient  for 
her  to  show  that  her  husband  had  been  in  possession  during 
coverture ;  this  raises  a  presumption  of  title  in  him,  {Forrest  v. 
Trammellj  supra.)  And  the  same  doctrine  has  been  recognized  in 
Maine.     {Knight  v.  Mains^  3  Fairf.  R.  41.) 

§  437.  With  respect  to  the  estate  which  the  widow  acquires  by 
the  assignment  of  her  dower,  the  doctrine  of  the  commoH  law  is 
that,  although  the  title  of  the  widow  is  consummate  upon  the 
death  of  the  husband,  she  is  not  seised,  but  the  heir,  and  she  con- 
Bequently  claims  through  his  seisin.     But  by  the  Jissignment  of  the 
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dower,  the  seisin  of  the  heir  is  defeated  cib  initio^  and  the  doweress 
is  in  of  the  seisin  of  her  husband,  as  of  the  time  when  that  eeisia 
was  first  acquired.  Or,  as  Mr.  Cruise  collects  the  rule  from  the 
elementary  writers,  the  widow  acquires  an  estate  oS  freehold  by 
the  assignment,  without  Ivoery  of  seisin ;  because  dower  is  due  of 
common  right,  and  the  assignment  is  an  act  of  equal  notoriety. 
As  soon  as  dower  is  assigned,  the  widow  holds  by  the  institution  of 
the  law,  and  is  in  of  the  estate  of  her  hiuiband;  therefore  the  heir 
is  not  considered  as  having  ever  been  seised  of  that  part  of  his 
ancestor's  estate  whereof  tlie  widow  is  endowed.  (1  Greenl.  Cruise^ 
172.)  This  is  the  rule  at  common  law,  and  the  same  doctrine  pre- 
vails in  most  of  the  American  States.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  it  has  been  expressly  determined  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
that  by  the  assignment  of  dower  the  seisin  of  the  heir  is  defeated 
ab  initio^  and  the  heir  is  not  afterward  considered  as  ever  having 
been  seised.  And  alsb  that  a  widow,  after  assignment  of  her  dower 
in  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seised,  is  in  possession  of  the 
seisih  of  her  husband.  Her  title  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the 
marriage,  if  the  husband  was  then  seised,  and,  if  not  then  seised,  it 
relates  back  to  the  time  when  he  became  seised.  {Lavyrence  r. 
Brown^  5  If.  T.  R,  394.  'Lnwrence  v.  Miller,  2  ib,  245.  Foider 
v.  Griffin,  3  Sand.  R.  385.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts  the  rule  upon  the  subject  is  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  at  common  law,  and  it  has  been  tliere  held, 
that  a  widow,  having  a  right  of  dower,  cannot  lawfully  enter  after 
her  husband^s  death  until  an  assignment  be  made  by  the  heir,ort]ie 
tenant  of  the  freehold,  or  in  a  course  of  legal  proceedings.  When 
the  assignment  is  made,  slie  acquires  no  new  freehold,  but  is  in  by 
her  husband,  her  seisin  being  deemed  in  law  to  be  a  continuation 
of  her  husband's  seisin.  (  Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Mase.  R.  384, 
387,  Vide  also  Shenfe  v.  0-Neill,  9  ib.  13.  Jones  v.  Brewer,  1  Pich 
R.  314,  317.  Conant  v.  Little,  11.  189, 191.)  And  the  same  role 
has  been  expressly  recognized  by  the  courts  in  others  of  the  states. 
*(  Yide  Weaver  v.  Oremhaw,  6  Ala.  R,  873.  Norwood  v.  MorrtyWy 
S.Batt.  R.  448.  Ross  v.  Boss,  12  B.  Mon.  R.  437.)  A  right  of 
way  assigned  to  a  dowager  over  land  of  her  husband,  with  her 
dower.  Is  appurtenant  to  her  estate  and  expires  with  it.  {Hoffmnn 
v.  Savage,  15  Mass.  R.  130.) 

At  common  law,  when  the  widow's  dower  is  assigned,  her  title 
has  such  a  relation  to  her  husband's  fii*st  and  original  seisin  of  tlie 
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estate,  and  the  period  of  the  marriage,  as  to  defeat  not  only  all 
charges  and  incumbrances  which  he  alone  made  during  the  cover- 
ture afler  acquiring  the  estate,  but  also  all  debts  which  he  con- 
tracted during  the  marriage,  in  respect  of  which  such  property 
might  be  affected,  without  regard  to  the  circumstance  whether  the 
debte  were  owing  to  a  private  individual  or  to  the  crown.    {JPuU- 
wooWb  case^  4  Cokeys  H.  64.    And  vide  Oilb.  Dow.  407-411.)    So 
also  the  widow  at  common  law  holds  her  dower  discharged  from 
leases  made  by  her  husband  during  the  coverture,  and  she  is  not 
bound  by  his  release  of  a  rent.    {Stoughtan  v.  Leigh^  1  Tav/nt.  JS, 
404-410.      Co.  Liu.  32.)    But  if  the  incumbrances  have  been 
efiected  by  the  husband  before  the  marriage,  by  securities  which 
did  not  prevent  his  widow's*  title  to  dower  of -the  estate,  her 
endowment  will  not  suspend  the  rights  of  the  creditors  against 
the  third  part  of  the  lands  assigned  to  her  in  dower,  because  her 
title,  having  relation  only  to  the  time  when  the  marriage  was 
solemnized,  is  preceded  by  the  securities  of  the  incumbrances,  who 
are  therefore  entitled  to  a  priority ;  consequently  she  will  be  liable 
to  them  for  the  amount  of  their  demands,  to  the  extent  even  of  the 
whole  of  her  dower.     ( Vide  Jones  v.  Griffith^  2  CoU.  N.  G.  207. 
Palmer  v.  Danhy^  Prec.  Ch.  137.     Williams  v.  Wray^  lb.  151. 
Hamilton  v.  Mohun^  1  P.  Wms.  R.  118.    Squier  v.  Compton^  2  Eq. 
Ca.  Ahr.  387.    White  v.  WhitSy  9  Ves.  R.  554.    Hitchena  v.  Ilitchendy 
2  Vera.  R.  403.)    But  it  is  presumed  that,  as  against  her  husband's 
general  estate,  she  would  be  entitled  to  have  her  dower  exonerated 
from  such  incumbrances.    If,  however,  the  debts  are  not  of  the 
husband's  contracting,  as  when  the  estate  descends  to  hitn  before 
the  marriage  charged  or  incumbered,  the  widow  must  take  her 
dower  cum,  onere;  for  his  own  personal  property  is  not  liable  to 
answer  for  the  debts  of  other  persons,  and  consequently  not  in  the 
present  instance,  to  exonerate  the  dowable  estate  from  incum- 
brances  so  made  upon  it.     ( Vide  1  Bright^ a  Hush,  and  Wife^  500.) 
Such  is  the  common  law  rule  with  respect  to  incumbrances  upon 
the  estate  in  which  the  widow  has  her  claim  of  dower,  and  the  same 
doctrine  is  generally  recognized  in  the  United  States.     Though  in 
England,  at  the  present  time,  the  widow's  dower  is  subject  to  all 
incumbrances  created  by  the  husband,  and  to  all  debts  and  incum- 
brances to  which  the  land  is  liable.    (3  cfe  4  Wm.  I F,  ch.  105,  §  5.) 
And  the  same  rule  has  been  incorporated  into  the  statutes  of 
several  of  the  states. 
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CHAPTER  XXX. 

DOWEE  IN    EQUITY  —  JUEISDICnON  OF   EQUTTT  —  PRACTICE  IX   EQmT 
FOR  THE  RECOVERY  OF  DOWER  —  COSTS  IN  PROCEEDINGS  FOR  DOWEB  — 

THE  widow's  POWER  OVER  THE  LAND  ASSIGNED  HER HER  LIABHJIT 

FOR    WASTE  —  HSR    RIGHT    TO    EMBLEBCENT8  —  HER    LIABILHIES  05 
TAKING  POSSESSION  OF  THE  ESTATE. 

§  438.  In  some  respects  a  court  of  equity  is  the  most  complete 
^md  appropriate  forum  afforded  the  widow  for  the  recovery  of  her 
dower.  In  a  court  of  equity  there  are  fewer  embarrassments  from 
forms  of  proceeding  than  at  law,  and  obstacles  which  improperly 
tend  to  delay  or  defeat  the  widow  of  her  rights  are  also  more 
readily  removed  in  equity  than  at  law.  It  was  formerly  made  a 
question  as  to  how  far  courts  of  equity  should  entertain  general 
jurisdiction  in  cases  of  dower,  where  no  obstacle  appeared  to  the 
legal  remedy  of  the  widow ;  but  it  is  now  well  settled  that  a  court 
of  equity  has  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  a  court  of  law  upon 
this  subject.  The  principle  upon  which  this  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion is  entertained  is  said  to  be  intelligible  and  reasonable;  that  is, 
that  the  widow  labors  under  so  many  disadvantages  at  law  from  the 
embarrassment  of  trust  terms  and  the  like,  and  from  an  ignorance 
of  the  titles,  values  and  quantities  of  the  lands  of  which  her  hus- 
band was  seised,  that  she  is  entitled  and  ought  to  have  eTcry 
assistance  that  a  court  of  equity  can  give  her,  not  only  in  paving  the 
way  to  establish  her  right  at  law,  but  also  by  giving,  complete 
relief  when  the  right  is  ascertained. .  {Ourtis  v.  Curtis^  2  Bro,  Ch. 
JS.  634.)  And  when  the  widow  brings  her  action  in  a  court  of 
equity  for  the  assignment  of  her  dower,  it  is  not  necessary  to  charge 
in  her  bill  that  there  is  any  impediment  to  her  obtaining  an  endow- 
ment at  law.  If  the  title  to  dower  is  admitted,  and  nothing  is  to 
be  done  but  to  assign  it,  it  would  be  useless  to  send  the  matter 
to  a  court  of  law,  and  the  court  may  proceed  at  once  to  the  assign- 
ment of  dower.  {Mundy  v.  Mundy^  2  Ves,  Jun,  li.  122.  &  C,  4 
Bro.  Ch.  R.  294.)  But  if  the  title  to  dower  is  disputed,  that  uinsi 
be  established  by  an  issue  at  law,  the  court  in  the  mean  time 
retaining  the  bill,  and  assisting  the  widow  in  trying  her  right,  and 
deriving  the  full  benefit  of  it,  when  it  is  determined  in  her  favor  at 
law,  and  giving  her  possession  according  to  her  right.  {CurtU  v. 
Curtis^  stcpra,  Mundy  v.  Mundy ^  suprcu.)  A  commission  usnally 
issues,  however,  to  set  out  and  assign  the  dower.     (  Wild  v.  Wcik, 
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1  JDick.  R.  3.    Luca%  v.  Calcraft^  2  ih,  594.    Morgan  v.  Eyder^  1 
"Pe^.  <j&  Beame^s  li,  20.)    But  the  decree  sometimes  directs  the  master 
to  assign  the  dower.    {Goodenough  v.  Goodenough^  2  Dick.  li.  795. 
JSa?f^fard  \.  Bamford^  5  ^az-e'*  ^.  206.) 

When  the  marriage  is  disputed,  it  has  been  the  practice  to  send 
tlie  case  to  a  court  of  law  to  be  adjudicated.  However,  witnesses 
are  sometimes  examined  in  the  court  of  equity  upon  the  issue  upon 
the  plea  ne  ungues  decouple.  {Poole  v.  Poole^  Young* %  Eg.  Ex. 
JR.  331.) 

§  439.  Judge  Story  affirms,  that  "  there  are  some  cases  in  which 
tlie  remedy  for  dower  in  equity  seems  indispensable  at  law ;  if  the 
tenant  dies  after  judgment,  and  before  damages  are  assessed,  the 
widow  loses  her  damages ;  and  so,  if  the  widow  herself  dies  before 
the  damages  are  assessed,  her  personal  representatives  cannot  claim 
any.  But  a  court  of  equity  will,  in  such  cases,  entertain  a  bill  for 
relief,  and  decree  an  account  of  rents  and  profits  against  the  respect- 
ive representatives  of  the  several  persons  who  may  have  been  in 
possession  of  the  estate  since  the  death  of  the  husband ;  -provided, 
at  the  time  of  jfiling  the  bill,  the  legal  right  to  damages  is  not  gone." 
(1  Story*8  Eg.  Jut.  §  625,  citing  CurUs  v.  Curtis^  2  Bro.  Ch. 
a.  632.  Dormer  v.  Forieacv^^  8  Atk.  R.  130.  Morda/nt  v. 
Therdd,  3  Lev.  R.  275.) 

And,  further,  the  learned  judge  says :  "  Upon  principle  there 
would  not  seem  to  be  any  real  difficulty  in  courts  of  equity  in  all 
cases  of  dower ;  for  a  case  can  scarcely  be  supposed  in  which  the 
widow  may  not  want,  either  a  discovery  of  the  title-deeds,  or  of 
dowable  lands,  or  some  impediment  to  her  recovery  at  law 
removed,  or  an  account  of  mense  profits  before  the  assignment  of 
dower,  or  a  more  full  ascertainment  of  the  relative  values  of  the 
dowable  lands;  and,  for  any  of  these  purposes,  independent  of 
cases  of  accident,  mistake,  or  fraud,  or  other  occasional  equities, 
there  seems  to  be  a  positive  necessity  for  the  assistance  of  a  court 
of  equity.  And  if  a  court  of  equity  has  once  a  just  possession  of 
the  cause  in  point  of  jurisdiction,  there  seems  no  reason  why  it 
should  stop  short  of  giving  full  relief,  instead  of  turning  the 
doweress  round  to  her  ultimate  remedy  at  law,  which  is  often 
dilatory  and  always  expensive.  Dower  is  favored  as  well  in  law 
as  in  equity.  And  the  mere  circumstance  that  a  discovery  of  any 
fact  may  be  wanted  to  enforce  the  claim,  would,  under  such 
circumstances,  seem  to  furnish  a  sufficient  reason  why  the  jurisdic- 
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tion  for  discovery  should  carry  the  jurisdiction  for  relief."  (1  Story  $ 
JEq.  Jut.  §  626,  citing  Dormer  v.  Fortescue^  3  Atk.  R.  130.  Moor 
V.  Black,  Cob.  Temp.  Talh.  126.  EerheH  v.  Wren,  7  CrancKs  R.  370, 
376.  Curtis  V.  CuHi%,  2  Bro.  CK  R.  632.  Mundy  v. Mundy,  2  !««. 
Jtm.  ^.  122.  /X  C.  4  jffro.  6%.  72.  294.  Graham  v.  Graham,  1 
Fe«.i?.262.  2>'^rcy  V.  jBZfl^Atf,  2  aScA.  cJB  Z^n  jB,  389, 390.  Pai^a 
V.  7%<?  Monson  Man.  Co.  3  MasorCa  R.  347.)  And  it  is  said  by  the 
English  parliamentary  commissioners,  that  "  the  necessity  for  a  dis- 
covery to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  legal  title,  before  a  widow  can 
safely  resolve  to  commence  an  action  against  any  person  as  tenant 
of  the  freehold,  and  the  convenience  of  a  commission  for  setting 
out  her  dower  under  the  autliority  of  a  court  of  equity,  generallj 
make  it  expedient  that  a  suit  in  equity  should  be  instituted."  (2 
Report  of  Common  Law,  1830,^.  7.) 

§  440.  The  case  of  the  doweress  has  been  sarid  to  be  upon  a  prin- 
ciple somewhat,  though  not  entirely,  analagous  to  that  of  the  beir. 
An  indulgence  has  been  allowed  to  her  case  upon  the  great  diffi- 
culty of  determining  a  priori  whether  she  could  recover  at  law, 
ignorant  of  all  the  circumstances ;  and  the  pei*&on  against  whom 
she  seeks  relief,  having  in  his  possession  all  the  information  neces- 
sary to  enable  her  to  establish  her  rights,  therefore  it  is  considered 
unconscientious  in  him  to  expose  her  to  all  that  difficulty,  to  which, 
if  that  information  was  fairly  imparted,  as  conscience  and  justice 
require,  she  could  not  possibly  be  exposed.  {PvUney  v.  Warren^  6 
Ves.  R.  73,  89.)  This  certainly  presents  a  very  strong  reason  why 
a  court  of  equity  should  have  jurisdiction  in  these  cases  of  dow^er; 
and,  as  before 'Stated,  it  is  now  well  settled,  that  courts  of  equity 
have  a  general  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  in  all 
matters  of  dower,  and  the  propriety  of  maintaining  it  has  been  bo 
long  and  so  well  vindicated,  that  it  has  ceased  to  be  questioned. 
'  The  widow's  dower  is  favwed  in  the  law,  and  proceedings  having 
in  view  its  enforcement  or  establishment  is  encouraged,  rather  than 
defeated ;  and  this  rule  makes  it  peculiarly  proper  that  courts  of 
equity  should  take  cognizance  of  the  widow's  ctaim  in  such  cases. 
( Vide  Matter  of  Sipperly,  44  Barb.  R.  370.)  Indeed,  the  right 
that  a  doweress  has  to  her  dower  is  not  only  a  legal  right,  but  it  is 
also  a  moral  right,  to  be  provided  for  and  have  a  maintenance  and 
sustenance  out  of  her  husband's  estate  to  live  upon.  She  is,  there^ 
fore,  in  the  care  of  the  law,  and  a  favorite  of  the  law.  So  much 
is  this  the  case  that  the  widow  will  be  aided  in  equity  for  her  dower 


DOWER  IN  E%UITT.  621 

against  a  term  of  years,  which  attends  the  inheritance,  if  it  is  not 
the  ease  of  a  purchaser  against  whom  she  claims.  And  if  she 
has  recovered  her  dower  against  an  heir  who  is  an  infant,  and  there 
is  a  term  to  protect  the  inheritance,  which,  by  the  neglect  of  his 
^ardian,  is  not  pleaded,  the  term  will  not  be  allowed  in  equity  to 
be  set  up  against  her.  Such  Judge  Story  understands  to  be  the 
doctrine  of  the  authorities.  (1  Story^s  Eq,  Jur.  §  629.  Vide  also 
Dudley  v.  Ditdley,  Prec.  Ch.  241.  BcmJca  v.  Sutton^  2  P.  Wins. 
a,  703,  704.  Radnor  v.  Vandeburdy,  1  Vem.  B.  356.  D'Arcy  v. 
Blake,  2  Sch,  &  Lefr.  R,  389,  390.  Mole  v.  Smith,  1  Jac.  R.  496, 
497.  Swannock  v.  Lyford,  Anibl.  R.  6,  7.  Hitchma  y.  Eitchinsy 
2  Freem.  R.  242.) 

§  441.  Wliether  a  plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration 
without  notice  is  a  defense  when  a  widow  institutes  proceedings  in 
equity  tor  her  dower,  is  a  question  which  has  been  much  discussed, 
and  Uie  authorities  are  by  no  means  uniform  on  the  subject.  In 
an  early  case  in  the  English  court  of  chancery  it;  was  decided  that 
a  widow  who  filed  her  bill  for  dower  against  the  purchaser  of  the 
lands  from  her  husband  during  the  marriage,  praying  a  discovery 
of  them,  and  an  assignment  of  dower,  could  not  be  defeated  of 
either  by  a  plea  that  the  tenant  was  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration without  notice.  (  Williams  v.  Larnhe,  3  Bro,  Ch,  R, 
264.)  And  a  similar  rule  has  been  acted  upon  in  other  cases  in 
the  same  distinguished  court ;  and,  upon  the  authority  of  WiUiams 
V.  Lamhe,  it  has  been  held,  in  general  terms,  that  a  purchaser  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  has  no  defense  in  equity 
against  a  plaintiff  relying  upon  a  legal  title.  {Rogers  v.  Seale,  2 
Freem.  R:  84.  Collins  v.  Archer,  1  Russ.  &  Myln^s  R.  284.  Med- 
licoU  V.  O^Bonell,  1  Ball  cfe  Beatty^s  R.  171.)  On  the  contrary, 
Mr.  Bright  aflBrms  that  the  principle  that  equity  will  not  interfere 
against  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  is 
commonly  laid  down  in  general  terms  without  reference  to  the 
nature  of  thfe  plaintiff's  title ;  and  he  seems  to  think  it  now  to  be 
well  settled  that  a  plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration 
without  notice  is  a  defense  to  the  widow's  action  in  equity.  (1 
BrigMs  Hus.  and  Wife,  421, 422.)  So  also  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  in 
his  treatise  on  vendors  and  purchasers,  after  citing  the  authorities, 
concludes  with  remarking  that  the  point  can  hardly  be  considered 
as  concluded  by  the  weight  of  authority ;  but  in  the  last  edition 
of  his  work  he  seems  to  maintain  that  the  authorities  preponderate 
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in  favor  of  the  suflSciency  of  the  plea  against  a  legal  title,  and  that 
upon  principle  such  a  plea  should  stand  good.  (2  Sugden  an  Venr 
dors^  577,  578,  7^A  Atnerican  edition.)  And  there  are  nainerous 
authorities  which,  in  prindpUj  sustain  tliis  view.  The  general 
doctrine  that  the  plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration 
without  notice  is  good  against  a  legal  as  well  as  against  an  eqaitar 
ble  claim,  is  universally  conceded,  and  the  authorities  cited  bv 
Messrs.  Bright  and  Sugden  to  sustain  their  position  make  no  excep- 
tion in  case  of  dower.  (  Vide  Burlac  v.  Coohe,  2  Freem,  R,  24. 
Parker  v.  Blythmore^  2  Eq.  Air.  79.  Jerrard  v.  Saunders^  2  Vh. 
Jun.  R.  454.  Robinson  v.  HaynSy  Grilh.  JEq.  R.  184.  Worcester  r, 
Parker,  2  Vern.  R.  255.  Hoare  v.  Parker,  1  Coy}%  R.  224.  Paym 
V.  Compton,  2  You.  dk  CoU.  Eq.  R.  457,  461.  Bowen  v.  Evana^  1 
Jones  i&  Lot.  R.  263.    Joyce  v.  DeMoleyns,  2  ih.  374.) 

Mr.  Beames,  Mr.  Belt,  and  Mr.  Roper — all  able  elemeutary 
writers — support  the  doctrine  that  the  plea  of  purchase  for  a  good 
consideration,  without  notice,  is  no  defense  in  a  case  of  dower. 
{Beam.  PI.  Eq.  234,  245.  WiUiams  v.  Lambe,  3  Bro.  Ch.  R.  264. 
BdCs,  note  1.     1  Roper*s  Husland  and  Wife,  446,  447.) 

Judge  Story,  referring  to  the  decision  of  Williams  v.  Lavibe, 
says :  ^'  It  has  been  often  found  fault  with,  and,  in  some  cases,  the 
doctrine  of  it  denied.  It  has,  however,  been  vindicated  with  great 
apparent  force,  upon  the  following  reasoning.  It  is  admitted  that 
dower  is  a  mere  legal  right,  and  that  a  court  of  equity,  in  assuming 
a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  upon  the  subject, 
professedly  acts  upon  the  legal  right,  for  dower  does  not  attach 
upon  an  equitable  estate.  In  so  doing  the  court  should  proceed  in 
analogy  to  the  law  where  such  a  plea  of  a  purchase  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice,  would  not  be  looked  at ;  and,  there- 
fore, as  an  equitable  plea,  it  should  also  be  inadmissible."  (1  Story  s 
Eg;.  Jar.  §  630.)  The  learned  judge  refers  to  the  fact  that  other 
minds  have  arrived  at  a  different  conclusion,  and  says :  "They  put 
themselves  upon  the  general  principle  of  conscience  and  equity, 
upon  which  such  a  plea  must  always  stand ;  that  such  a  purchaser 
hiis  an  equal  right  to  protection  and  support  as  any  other  claimant; 
and  that  he  has  a  right  to  say  that,  having  bona  fide  and  honestW 
paid  his  monqy,  no  person  has  a  right  to  require  him  to  discorer 
any  facts  which  shall  show  any  infirmity  in  his  title.  The  general 
correctness  of  the  argument  cannot  be  doubted ;  and  the  onir 
recognized  exception  seems  to  be  that  of  dower,  if  tliat  can  be 
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deemed  a  fixed  exception."  {Ih.  §  631.)  The  judge  finally  con- 
cludes that  in  a  case  of  such  a  conflict  of  learned  opinions,  a 
commentator's  duty  is  best  performed  by  leaving  the  authorities 
for  the  reader's  awn  judgment,  and  therefore  he  gives  no  decided 
opinion  as  to  what  ought  to  be  the  )*ule,  or  to  which  side  of  tlie 
question  the  authorities  preponderate.  {lb.  note  2.)  The  question 
will  pxobably  depend  somewhat  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
with  respect  to  what  the  widow  shall  be  endowed.  Where  the 
law  is,  as  in  New  York,  that  she  shall  be  endowed  of  the  third 
part  of  all  the  lands  whereof  her  husband  was  seised  of  an 
inheritance  at  any  time  during  the  marriage,  it  is  not  probable  that 
her  dower  can  be  defeated  by  the  plea  that  the  tenant  is  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice. 

When  the  widow  applies  for  equitable  relief,  as  for  the  removal 
of  terms  out  of  the  way,  it  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  plea  of 
a  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice  cannot  be 
resisted.    (  Vide  D'Arcy  v.  BlaJee,  2  Soh.  db  Lefr.  B.  390.) 

§  442.  As  a  general  rule,  dower  is  recovered  and  admeasured  in 
the  United  States  in  a  court  of  law.  A  court  of  equity  is  seldom 
resorted  to  for  that  purpose.  There  are  cases,  however,  where  it 
is  very  convenient,  and  almost  indispensable  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a 
court  possessing  equitable  jurisdiction.  Whenever  the  widow's 
title  is  admitted,  but  impediments  are  thrown  in  the  way  of  her 
proceeding  at  law,  a  court  of  equity  is  the  proper  fonim  in  which 
to  institute  her  proceedings.  {Swaine  v.  Perine^  5  Johnson^a  CK 
R.  482.) 

Grenerally,  a  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion of  an  estate  mortgaged  by  her  husband  before  coverture,  but 
she  must  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  to  recover  it.  In  such  a  case 
her  remedy  is  confined  to  a  court  of  equity,  and  her  rights  can  be 
enforced  only  in  that  fonim.  Her  claims  cannot  be  enforced  against 
the  mortgagee,  or  thpse  claiming  under  him.  {Yam,  Dvke  v. 
Thayre,  19  WeThd,  B.  162.  Cooper  v.  Whitney,  3  HilPs  B.  95. 
Smith  v..  Gardner,  42  Barb.  B.  356.)  The  same  rule  applies  when 
the  mortgage  is  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife  during  coverture. 
In  such  a  case,  the  widow  must  come  into  a  court  of  equity  to 
recover  her  dower,  and  may  redeem  the  land  from  the  mortgage 
so  far  as  her  dower  interest  is  concerned,  by  the  payment  of  her 
proportion  of  the  mortgage  debt.  She  would  have  this  right  even 
though  the  mortgage  had  been  foreclosed  provided  the  wife  wap 
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not  a  party  to  the  foreclosare  suit.  Her  inchoate  right  of  dower, 
as  has  been  before  observed,  is  not  divested  by  a  sale  had  on  such 
a  decree  of  foreclosure.  (  Vide  DenUyfi  Yr  Nanny ^  8  Barb.  li.  61S. 
Wheder  v,  Morris^  2  Bosw.  R.  524.)  When  the  premises  in  which 
the  widow  claims  dower  are  in  the  possession  of  a  tenant  whoec 
term  has  not  expired,  and  the  heir  refoses  to  assign  her  dower,  thi 
widow's  bill  for  dower  will  be  sustained.  This  was  so  held  br 
the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York,  upon  tlie 
recognized  theory,  that  a  court  of  equity  has  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion with  a  court  of  law  in  suits  for  the  recovery  or  assignment  of 
dower.  In  such  case,  if  the  right  of  the  widow  is  admitted  by  the 
answer,  the  court  will  proceed  at  once  to  assign  the  dower ;  and 
to  take  an  account  of  the  arrears,  if  it  is  a  case  in  which  she  can 
recover  damages.  But  if  her  right  is  disputed,  the  court  will 
retain  the  bill,  and  direct  a  suit  at  law  to  ascertain  the  title.  Tliis 
is  the  rule  as  settled  in  England  before  referred  to,  and  it  is 
distinctly  recognized  by  the  American  courts.  {Badgley  v.  Bruct% 
4  Paige's  Ch.  B.  98.) 

So  also  a  similar  jurisdiction  is  exercised  in  others  of  the  Ameri- 
can States,  in  their  equity  courts.  Thus,  in  one  case  in  the  State 
of  Virginia,  the  widow  had  filed  her  bill  in  equity  against  her 
infant  children  for  the  assignment  of  her  dower,  and  had  a  decree 
thereon.  And  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  conrt 
of  appeals  said,  that  the  widow  might  have  filed  her  bill  at  the 
.first  court  after  her  husband's  death,  thereby  recognizing  the  doc- 
trine that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  equity  courts  in  matters  of  dower 
is  well  settled  in  that  state.  {Orayson  v.  Moncore^  1  LeigK%  It, 
449.  Tod  V.  Baylor^  4  ib.  498.)  The  court  of  appeals  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  has  also  decided  that  the  court  of  chancery  in 
that  state  has  jurisdiction  to  decree  dower  to  the  widow,  and  rents 
and  profits  from  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  it  was  said  in  the 
same  case  that  when  the  title  is  controverted,  it  must  be  made  ont 
at  law.  But  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt  said, 
that  it  did  not  follow  that  the  complainant's  bill  is  to  be  dismissed 
because  the  right  of  dower  is  denied  by  the  defendants ;  but  that 
the  chancellor  should  retain  the  bill  a  reasonable  time,  until  the. 
right  at  law  Js  established.  (  Welh  v.  Beall^  2  GUI  A  JoJim.  7?. 
464.)  And  in  the  same  state,  when  an  action  at  law  has  been 
brought  for  dower  against  the  alienee  of  the  demandant's  husband, 
and  «  judgment  was  given  for  the  demandant  upon  the  plea 
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of  tlie  non-seidure  of  the  husband  daring  covertnre ;  after  which 
the  widow  filed  her  bill  in  equity  against  the  same  party  to  recover 
mesne  profits,  the  court  held  that  tlie  proceedings  in  equity  were 
properly  instituted ;  that  the  widow  could  only  recover  damages 
from  the  alienee  of  lier  husband  for  the  detention  of  her  dower,  in 
a  court  of  equity,  and  that  a  court  of  law  could  not  award  them. 
{Sellman  v.  jBowen,  8  Gill  db  Johns,  JR.  50.  And  vide  Steiger  v. 
JliOen,  5  ib,  121.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky,  also,  it  appears  the  courts  of  equity 
have  an  acknowledged  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  dower.  And  the 
rexx>rts  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  this  state  contain  many  cases  in 
which  bills  have  been  filed  to  obtain  assignments  of  dower,  and  to 
recover  the  arrears  of  dower  from  the  death  of  the  husband. 
(^Kendall  v.  Honey ^  5  Mon.  R.  283.  Jones  v.  Todd^  2  J.  J. 
Marsh,  i?.  359.    Stevens  v.  Smithy  4  ih.  64.) 

And  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  it  has  been  expressly  held  that 
courts  of  law  and  equity  hold  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  relation 
to  dower  and  partition ;  and  that  in  many  cases  there  is  an  indis- 
pensable necessity  for  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  by  a  court 
of  equity.  That  if  the  legal  title  of  the  complainant  be  denied,  it 
is  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  send  that  question  to  be  tried  at 
law,  and  that  such  is  the  universal  practice ;  thus  recognizing  the 
role  as  laid  down  in  the  State  of  New  York  to  the  fullest  extent. 
{Hartshor-ne  v.  Hartshorne^  1  Greenes  Ch.  R.  349.) 

But  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  held  that  dower 
having  been  assigned  to  the  widow  upon  a  partition  at  law,  equity 
will  not  entertain  a  bill  for  the  detention  of  the  dower,  unless  there 
be  some  equitable  circumstance,  such  as  loss  of  title  deeds,  or 
detention  of  such  deeds,  or  a  discovery  is  necessary.  ( Whitehead 
V.  Clynch^  1  Murphy'^8  R.  128.)  And  in  the  State  of  New  York,  * 
where  a  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  a  widow  from  proceeding  at  law 
to  recover  her  dower,  the  court  determined  the  case  in  favor  of 
the  widow,  and  decreed  that  she  was  entitled  to  her  dower,  but 
declined  ftirther  jurisdiction,  and  dismissed  the  bill;  the  chan- 
cellor remarking  that  he  did  not  understand  the  usual  practice  in 
such  cases  to  be  to  proceed  to  the  assignment  of  the  dower,  but 
that  dismissing  the  bill  upon  the  merits,  after  decKcing  that  the 
widow  was  entitled  to  her  dower,  settled  the  rights  of  the  parties 
conclusively  as  to  all  the  questions  which  the  court  was  called 
npon  to  decide,  and  that  the  widow  might  then  proceed  and  enfofce 
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her  rights  in  the  Buit  at  law.    (JSanfard  v.  McLean^  3  Paiges  674, 
R.  117.) 

It  may  be  affiimed,  however,  as  a  general  rule,  in  the  United 
States,  as  well  as  in  England,  that  courts  of  equity  will  entertain 
a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law  in  the  assignment  of 
dower. 

§  4:4:3.  As  a  general  rule  at  law  mesne  profits,  under  the  term 
damages,  are  lost  by  the  death  of  either  the  plaintiff  or  defendant 
before  they  are  assessed  and  ascertained.  But  'this  is  not  the  nde 
in  equity.  A  court  of  equity  is  more  liberal  to  the  widow,  from 
the  consideration  that  the  profits  of  a  third  part  of  the  husband's 
real  estates  are  her  only  subsistence  from  his  death.  It  is,  there- 
fore, the  course  of  a  court  of  equity  to  assign  to  her  dower,  and 
universally  to  give  her  an  account  of  mense  profits  from  the  death 
of  her  husband,  and  not  to  permit  her  title  to  them  to  be  defeated 
by  the  death  of  the  tenant  pendente  lite^  upon  the  principle  that 
it  would  be  unjust  if  the  heir's  denial  of  her  right  to  dower,  aiid 
the  accident  of  his  death  before  the  establishment  of  it,  should  be 
allowed  to  place  her  in  a  worse  situation  than  if  he  had  thrown  no 
impediment  in  her  way,  and  fairly  and  candidly  admitted  her 
claim.  {Curtis  v.  Curtis^  2  Bra.  Ch,  i?.  620.  Johnson  v.  Thomas^ 
2  Paige^s  Ch,  R,  377.)  And  by  reason  of  this,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  length  of  time  which  may  have  elapsed  since  the 
husband's  death,  although  it  may  have  exceeded  six  years  prior  to 
the  bill  being  filed,  will  not  narrow  the  rule  nor  confine  the 
account  to  the  six  yeai's  preceding  the  exhibition  of  such  bill,  in 
analogy  to  the  statute  of  limitations.  {Oliver  v.  Richardson^  9  Tei, 
R,  222.)  But  now,  by  the  statutes  of  England,  no  arrears  of 
dower,  nor  any  damages  on  account  of  arrears,  are  to  be  recovered 
or  obtained  by  any  action  or  suit  for  any  longer  period  than  six 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  or  suit.  (3  and  4 
William  /F,  ch,  27,*  §  4:1.  Bamford  v.  Bamford^  5  Harems  R. 
203.)  A  similar  rule  has  been  incorporated  into  the  statutes  of 
several  of  the  American  States ;  and,  after  all,  the  right  to  an-ears 
in  equity  is  about  the  same  as  at  law,  except,  perhaps,  in  one  case 
where  the  tenant  may  die  after  the  commencement  of  the  action 
and  before  the  dower  is  assigned,  when  the  ordinary  principle  of 
equity,  that  the  decree  is  to  be  made  according  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties  as  they  exist  at  the  institution  of  the  suit,  will  prevail  and 
save  tlie  arrears. 
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In  consideration  of  tlie  widow  requiring  the  profit  of  her  dower 
for  immediate  support,  if  her  claim  form  an  ingredient  only  in  the 
6uit,  and  several  matters  are  referred  to  a  master  to  inquire  into 
and  make  a  general  report,  the  court  will  not  delay  the  payment 
of  flrrears  of  the  widow's  dower  until  the  general  report  is  made, 
but  it  will  direct  the  master  to  make  an  immediate  separate  report 
of  what  is  due  to  her  for  arrears,  in  order  that  she  may  receive 
them  for  her  maintenance.  {Eccleston  v.  Berkley^  Ridgw.  Ca. 
Temp,  Ilardw,  253.) 

It  is  the  general  rule  of  the  court  in  England  not  to  allow 
interest  upon  arrears  of  dower,  and  the  rule  has  been  considered 
to  be  so  absolute  as  to  render  it  doubtful  whether  it  will  be  relaxed 
in  the  most  distressing  cases.  {Ferrers  v.  Ferrers^  Foresfs  JR.  2. 
JSaUen  v.  Fanily,  2  P.  Wins.  H.  163.  lioMnson  v.  Cumming,  2 
Aik.  K  411.  Neioman  v.  Aidinrj^  3  ib.  679.)  But  no  case  can 
probably  be  found  holding  that  a  widow,  under  no  circumstances, 
shall  receive  interest  upon  the  money  arising  fi-om  her  dower, 
improperly  detained  from  her  by  the  person  who  ought  to  havo  ^ 
assigned  it ;  and  there  are  cases  going  to  show  that  circumstances 
might  exist  to  warrant  a  departure  from  thn  general  rule  upon  the 
subject.  {Anderson  v.  Dwyer^  1  Sch.  &  L**fr.  li,  303.  Burton  v. 
TWr/,  1  Suoan,  R,  255.)  And  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  interest  or  mense  profits  up 
to  the  time  her  dower  is  assigned  to  her.  {Gordon  v.  Stevens^  2 
JliWs  R.  429.) 

§  444.  With  respect  to  costs  in  proceedings  for  dower  in  equity, 
they  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  that  discretion  is  regu- 
lated by  the  conduct  of  the  jjiutios.  Thus,  when  the  widow's  suit 
is  for  the  single  purpose  of  obtaining  an  assignment  of  dower, 
costs  are  not  allowed  to  the  doweress  if  there  has  been  no  vexation 
or  undue  hinderance,to  her  claim,  or  other  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant.  {Lucas  v.  Calcrafty  1  Bro,  Ch,  R,  134. 
Curtis  v.  Curtis^  2  ih,  632.  Ilazen  v.  Thurber^  4  Johns,  Ch.  R. 
604.  Hale  v.  James^  6  ih,  258.  Mundy  v.  Mundy^  2  Ves,  Jun, 
R.  128.) 

If,  however,  the  defendant's  opposition  be  vexatious,  or  if  he 
fraudulently  withhold  her  dower,  he  will  be  saddled  with  the  costs 
of  the  suit.  {Morgan  v.  Ryder^  1  Ves,  dk  Beamei  R,  20.  Outh/waite 
V.  Outh7oaite,  Beames  on  Costs,  36.)  Or,  if  the  defendant  refused 
before  suit,  upon  reasonable  request,  to  assign  dower  or  pay  an 
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equivalent,  the  widow  will  have  costs;  but  if  she  files  her  biD 
without  liaving  made  such  application,  and  claims  more  than  she 
is  entitled  to  from  him,  costs  will  be  given  to  neither  party. 
{liussdl  V.  Aii8tin^  1  Paige's  Ch.  R.  192.) 

If  the  defendant  sets  up  any  ground  of  defense  which  fails,  he 
may  be  liable  to  the  costs  thereby  occasioned.  {Bamford  t.  Bam- 
ford,  &  Hare's  H.  205.) 

§  445.  In  relation  to  the  power  which  the  widow  has  over  the 
land  assigned  her  for  her  dower,  and  her  rights  in  resp^t  of  it,  it 
may  be  suggested  that,  as  slie  has  only  a  freehold  interest  for  life 
in  the  third  part  of  her  husband's  ireehold  estates,  she  cannot 
legally  dispose  of  it  for  a  longer  period  than  daring  her  natural 
life.  This,  of  course,  is  obvious  from  the  fact  that  her  interest  is 
only  that  of  a  tenant  for  life. 

The  widow  may  grant  leases  of  or  otherwise  incumber  her  estate 
in  dower  to  the  extent  of  her  life  interest,  so  that  if  she  demise  it 
for  years,  reserving  a  rent,  it  will  be  good,  and  if  she  die,  and  rents 
be  in  arrear,  her  executor  or  administrator  will  be  Entitled  to  them. 

The  doweress  must  not  commit  waste  by  felling  timber  trees, 
pulling  down  buildings,  opening  mines  qjt  pits,  changing  the  course 
of  husbandry,  destroying  heirlooms  or  other  tilings  which  are  not 
included  in  the  temporary  profits  of  the  land  assigned  to  her.  In 
this  respect  the  doweress  stands  upon  the  same  footing  with  other 
tenants  for  life,  unless  an  exception  is  made  in  her  favor  by  express 
statute. 

The  doweress,  like  other  tenants  for  life,  is  entitled,  in  the 
ancient  but  wqU  defined  language  of  the  law,  to  reasonable  and 
customary  estovers^  such  as  kotcse-loie,  fire-hote^  fence-haU^  and 
plovhbote;  but  she  is  not  permitted  to  cut  and  take  off  any  of 
the  timber  for  sale,  or  for  any  other  purpose  than  to  provide  neces- 
sary fuel,  repair  and  rebuild  the  fences,  and  keep  up  the  buildings 
upon  the  land ;  and  if  she  do  any  act  af  a  permanent  Injury  to  the 
inheritance,  except  to  take  her  reasonable  estovers,  she  is  guilty  of 
waste,  and  may  be  proceeded  against  for  the  damages,  or  a  conft 
of  equity  will  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  her  from  further 
damage. 

In  those  states,  however,  where  a  widow  is  dowable  of  wild  and 
forest  lands,  she- may  clear  up  and  take  off  the  timber  from  a 
reasonable  portion  of  the  premises  assigned  to  her,  in  order  that 
she  may  enjoy  the  benefit  of  her  dower  right.    (Bastings  v.  Crun- 
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deton,  3  Yeatea'  Ji.  '261.    Findlay  v.  Smithy  6  Munf.  R.  134, 148.) 

And  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina  it  was  held  that  tlie  widow 

might  convert  timber  into  staves  and  shingles,  where  snch  had  been 

the  ordinary  and  was  the  only  beneficial  nse  to  which  she  could 

make  of  the  land  assigned  to  lier.     {Ballentine  v.  Payiter^  2  Hayw. 

H.  110.)    And  again,  in  Tennessee,  it  was  decided  that  she  might 

cut  down  the  timber  for  any  necessary  uses,  provided  she  left 

enough  standing  upon  the  premises  for  permanent  use,  and  the 

estate  was*  not  essentially  injured  by  taking  off  the  timber  cut. 

{Owen  V.  Hyde^  ^Yerg.  R.  334.)    And  generally,  when  a  prudent 

owner  of  the  land  would  clear  off  the  timber,  and  by  doing  so  the 

value  of  the  entire  premises  would  be  enhanced,  the  widow  will  be 

iustified  in  taking  such  timber  off.  and  in  doing  so  will  not  be 

liable  for  waste.    {Givefis  v.  McCahnont^  4  Watta*  li.  463.     Chase 

V.  Hazelton,  7  N.  H.  R.  171.    Keeler  v.  Eastman,  11  Vt  R,  293.) 

She  must  m  no  event,  however,  cut  and  take  off  oil  of  the  timber 

standing  upoii  the  land,  for  that  would  be  considered  a  permanent 

injury  to  the  premises,  and  waste.    {Ja,ckson  v.  Brovmsan.,  7  Johns. 

R.  227.    Hioken  v.  Irvine,  3  Dana's  R,  123,    Parkins  v.  Coxe,  2 

JSayw.  R.  339.     Keeler  v.  fJastman,  supra,    Padelford  v.  Padd- 

ford,  7  Pick.  R.  152.     1  Greenl.  Cruise  on  Real  Prop.  116,  note 

2.)    It  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts,  that  when  oak  and  other 

timber  is  so  abundant  that  such  trees  are  customaril}*  used  for  fuel, 

the  tenant  may  cut  them  for  that  purpose.     {Padelfo7*d  v.  Padeir 

foi'd,  supra.)    But  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  has  been  "decided 

that  a  tenant  for  life  has  no  right  to  dig  up  the  soil  and  cut  down 

valuable  timber,  and  use  the  same  for  makincr  brick  for  sale  off 

the  premises ;  and  it  was  even  doubted  whether  the  clearing  the 

land  of  its  timber  and  reducing  it  to  cultivation,  when  the  same 

would  be  a  benefit  rather  than  an  injury  to  the  general  estate, 

would  not  be  an  act  of  waste,  and  it  was  added  that  injury  in  such 

a  case  was  not  the  test  of  waste,  but  disherison  of  him  in  remaindier 

or  reversion.   {Lvvingston  v.  Reynolds,  26  Wend.  R.  115, 122.)    And 

a  similar  quere  was  expressed  in  one  case  in  the  State  of  Tennessee. 

{Oxoen  V.  Hyde,  supra.)    The  doweress  must  not  pull  dawn   or 

destroy  the  buildings  upon  the  land  assigned  her,  nor  alter  them 

injuriously,  nor  suffer  them  to  be  uncovered,  whereby  the  timbers 

become  rotten.     (  Vide  Douglass  v.  Wiggins,  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  437. 

Bennett  v.  Sadler,  14  Ves.  R.  526.     Doe  y.  Jones,  4  JBdm.  cfe  Ad. 

fi.l26.    Hasty  Y.Wheeler,  ZFai7f.R.A:Z4t,^Z9.) 
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With  respect  to  mines  or  ore  beds  in  the  lands  assigned  to  the 
widow  for  her  dower,  the  imle  seems  to  be  that  the  opening  and 
working  such  mines,  including  ore  beds,  for  the  first  time  by  the 
widow,  will  be  regarded  as  an  act  of  waste ;  but  if  the  mines  were 
opened  and  worked  during  the  life-time  of  the  doweress'  husband, 
she  is  entitled  to  work  them,  although  she  cannot  legally  profit  by 
an}' extension  of  that  opening.  {Coatea  v.  Cli£ever^  1  Cow.  R.  460, 
474.  StoiiglUon  v.  Leigh.  1  Taunt  Ji.  402.)  What  is  not  waste 
in  a  tenant  under  a  Imae^  vjiW  not  be  so  considered  in  tenants  in 
dower,  as  there  is  an  analogy  or  agreement  in  principle  between  the 
two  tenancies. 

§  446.  In  England,  where  their  system  of  agriculture,  from  the 
peculiar  circumstances  and  necessity  of  the  case,  is  more  fixed  and 
regular  than  in  this  country,  the  convei'sion  not  only  of  woodland, 
but  even  of  meadow  and  pasturage,  into  arable,  and  the  reverse,  as 
well  as  that  of  meadow  and  pasturage  into  woodland,  and  the 
reverse,  would  be  deemed  waste.  But  these  strict  rules  of  the  old 
world  have  never  been  adopted  in  all  their  rigor  among  the  broad 
and  fertile  acres  of  our  own  young  and  free  country,  and  in  many 
of  the  states,  either  by  statute  or  express  judicial  decisions,  the 
doweress  may  do  many  acts  which  in  England  would  be  waste. 
Thus,  in  Massachusetts,  when  the  husband  leaves  no  issue,  and  the 
widow  elects  to  take  half  the  real  estate,  consisting  of  wild  or 
woodland,  she  may  clear  and  improve  it.  In  Vermont,  New  York 
and  Ohio,  if  the  land  assigned  is  wholly  wild  and  uncultivated, 
the  tenant  may  clear  a  part  of  it  for  cultivation,  leaving,  however, 
enough  for  the  permanent  use  of  the  farm  and  consistent  with  good 
husbandry,  which  is  a  point  of  fact  for  the  jury.  So,  in  North 
Carolina,  as  before  stated,  the  doweress  is  permitted,  to  cut  timber 
to  make  into  shingles  and  staves,  if  this  is  the  common  and  only 
beneficial  use  of  the  land.  So,  in  New  Hampshire,  the  a>nsnmp- 
tion  of  necessary  fuel  at  the  residence  of  the  widow,  cut  from 
the  dower  land,  she  not  residing  thereon,  is  not  waste.  So,  in 
Maine,  it  is  not  waste  to  cut  wood  for  necessary  fuel  and  repairs. 
So,  in  Pennsylvania,  Virginia  and  Tennessee,  tenants  in  dower 
have  been  allowed  to  clear  wild  land,  not  exceeding  (in  the  former 
state)  a  y\sX  proportion  of  the  whole  tract.  This  is  substantially 
the  statement  made  by  Mr.  Hilliard  in  his  treatise  on  the  American 
law  of  real  property,  and  some  of  it  is  a  repetition  of  matters 
stated  in  the  last  preceding  section ;  but  the  rule  in  the  several 
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states  upon  the  subject  is  so  intelligently  condensed  by  Mr.  Hilliard 
that  it  was  thought  best  to  insert  his  statement  in  this  place.  (  Vide 
1  ma.  on  Real  Prop,  263.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York  it  is  expressly  provided  by  statute 
that  if  any  tenant  in  dower,  among  others,  or  the  assigns  of  any 
Bach  tenant,  shall  commit  waste  during  her  term,  of  the  houses, 
gardens,  orchards,  lands  or  woods,  or  of  any  other  thing  belonging 
to  the  tenements  so  held,  without  a  special  and  lawful  license  in 
writing  so  to  do,  she  or  they  shall  be  subject  to  an  action  of  waste ; 
and  if  the  plaintiff  prevail  in  the  action,  the  judgment  shall  be  that 
the  plaintiff  recover  the  place  wasted  and  treble  the  damages  found 
by  the  jury.  (2  R.  S,  pari  3,  ch.  5,  tit  5,  §§  1,  10.  2  Stat,  at  Large, 
344.)  And  similar  provisions  are  contained  in  the  statutes  of  other 
states.  The  rule  of  the  common  law  is,  that  the  committing  of 
waste  by  the  widow  is  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate.  {Conner  v.  Shep- 
fierd,  15  Mass.  R.  164.  Allen  v.  McCoy,  8  Ohio  R,  418.)  Although 
this  rule  is  no  part  of  the  common  law  of  some  of  the  states. 
{Alien  V.  McCoy,  supra.) 

§  447.  With  I'espect  to  the  widow's  right  to  emblements,  her 
right  to  them  is  indisputable  in  England,  for  by  the  statute  of 
Merton  the  tenant  in  dower  is  expressly  empowered  to  dispose 
of  the  com  growing  upon  her  estate  at  the  period  of  her  death. 
(20  Hen.  HI.  ch.  2.)  It  is  said  that  this  act  was  passed  to  remove 
the  doubt  which  previously  existed  upon  the  subject.  It  was 
unquestionable  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
com  growing  upon  the  third  part  of  the  lands  assigned  to  her,  if 
there  happened  to  be  any  growing  thereon  at  that  time,  and  it  was 
thought  the  advantages  received  by  her  at  the  commencement  of 
her  estate,  should  be  a  satisfaction  of  those  of  the  same  kind  which 
she  would  otherwise  have  been  entitled  to  when  her  estate  expired. 
This  peculiarity  attending  the  widow's  estate  distinguished  it  from 
that  of  other  tenants  for  life  who  are  entitled  to  emblements;  and 
to  settle  the  law  in  this  matter  was  the  object  of  this  provision  of 
the  statute  of  Merton,  which  places  the  widow  in  the  same  situa- 
tion in  regard  to  emblements  as  a  tenant  for  life.  Her  power 
of  disposition  under  the  statute  was  not  merely  extended  to  com 
growing  at  the  time  of  her  death,  but  to  roots  planted,  and  to  other 
animal  and  artificial  profi.ts,  sucli  as  hemp  and  fiax,  and  hops, 
although  growing  upon  ancient  roots,  and  to  other  things  which 
are  yearly  produced  by  the  industry  of  man.    If  the  widow  omit  to 
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diBpose  of  Bucli  emblements,  they  will  belong  to  her- executor  or 
administrator,  who  may  retain  possession  of  the  lands  until  they 
can  be  reasonably  carried  away. 

From  the  fact  that  the  tenant  in  dower  is  placed  upon  the  same 
footing  in  regard  to  emblements,  as  a  tenant  for  life,  it  of  course 
follows  that  the  same  principles  will  regulate  her  right  to  them  as 
are  applicable  to  other  tenants  for  life.  The  fudamental  reason  for 
admitting  such  right  is  to  encourage  husbandry,  by  allowing  the 
tenants  a  full  compensation  for  their  labor  and  expense  in  tilling, 
manuring,  and  sowing  the  lands. 

If  the  widow,  after  assignment  of  dower,  sow  the  lands  and 
marries,  and  her  second  husband,  after  appointing  executors,  dies 
before  the  crop  is  severed,  his  surviving  widow  w^ill  be  entitled  to 
it.  But  the  executor,  and  not  the  widow,  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  crop  if  it  had  been  sown  by  the  hnsband,  because  he  was  at 
the  expense  of  sowing  it.  (  Vide  1  Bri(jht''8  UuAand  afid  Wife^ 
393,  894.) 

§  448.  The  English  rule  with  respect  to  the  widow^s  right  to 
emblements  is  generally  recognized  in  the  United  States.  With 
some  exceptions,  it  is  held  that  if  a  husband  sow  the  lands,  and  die 
before  a  severance,  and  the  widow  be  endowed  of  that  land,  sl)e, 
and  not  the  executor,  sliall  have  the  emblements,  and  this  is  pnt 
expressly  upon  the  ancient  rule  of  the  common  law,  tiiat  a  widow, 
who  is  endowed,  shall  have  laud, cultivated,  or  not  cultivated,  with 
all  the  crops  and  produce  growing  thereon ;  and  that  the  doweress 
is  entitled  to  the  emblements,  because  dower  is  considered  as  an 
excresence,  or  continuance  of  the  estate  of  the  husband.  (2  Brae- 
Um^  96.  FisJier  v.  Fisher^  Viner^s  Ahr.  PL  82.)  It  has,  however, 
been  held  by  the  com*t  of  appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York,  that 
the  grapes  and  fruits  growing  upon  lands  belonging  to  an  intes- 
tate at  the  time  of  his  decease,  are  not  assets  belonging  to  the 
administrator,  but  descend  with  the  land  to  the  heir ;  and  that  a 
widow,  in  receiving  the  fruits  and  grapes  growing  on  her  hus- 
band's lands  at  the  time  of  his  death,  is  liable  to  the  heir  for  their 
fuH  iioktCj  and  cannot  retain  one-third  on  account  of  her  right  of 
dower  in  the  lands.  But  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinicm 
of  tlie  court,  stated  that  if  the  land  on  which  the  grapes  and  fraits 
in  question  were  growing  at  the  time  of  the  liusband's  death,  had 
been  assigned  to  the  widow  for  her .  dower,  she  would  therenpoa 
liave  become  entitled  to  the* grapes  and  fruits  growing  on  the 
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lands.  {Kain  v.  FisJier^  6  N.  Y.  R.  697,  598.)  And  in  the  State 
of  Iowa,  it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  wlieat  growing  upon  land 
set  off  to  the  widow  as  her  dower,  belongs  to  her  and  not  to  tlie 
heirs  of  her  husband.  {Ralston  v.  BaUton^  3  Iowa  R.  533.)  By  the 
common  law,  the  tenant  in  dower  could  not  devise  the  emblements 
growing  on  the  land ;  neither  would  the  emblements,  in  case  there 
was  no  devise,  go  to  the  executor  of  the  wife,  but  they  belonged  to 
the  reversioner.  But  this  rule  of  the  l;ommon  law,  as  we  have  seen, 
was  changed  in  England  by  the  statute  of  Merton  in  favor  of 
widows,  and  they  were  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  other  tenants 
for  life.  In  some  of  the  American  States,  the  common  law  rule 
prevails,  while  in  others  the  rule  in  England  lias  been  adopted. 
Tiius,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  it  is  provided  by  statute  tliat  a 
widow  may  bequeath  the  crop  in  the  ground  of  the  land  holden  by 
her  in  dower.  (1  R.  S.  part  2,  ch.  1,  tit.  3,  §  25.  1  Stat  at  LargCy 
695.)  And  similar  provisions  are  found  in  the  statutes  of  some  of 
the  other  states. 

§  449.  There  are  certain  liabilities  which  the  widow  assumes 
upon  taking  possession  of  the  land  set  off  to  her  for  her  dower. 
Thns,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  the  statute  provides  that  she 
takes  the  land  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  taxes  and  charges 
accruing  thereon  subsequent  to  her  taking  possession.  (2  R.  S.^ 
part  3,  ck,  8,  tit  7,  §  18.)  And  most  likely  the  widow  is  liable,  in 
all  of  the  states,  for  the  taxes  laid  upon  the  estate  after  she  takes 
possession ;  although  she  is  not  liable,  usually,  for  the  taxes  on 
the  part  not  assigned  to  her.  Thus,  under  the  New  York  statute, 
it  has  been  held  that,  when  certain  apartments  in  a  house  are 
assigned  to  the  widow,  and  the  residue  are  in  the  possession  of  the 
heir  or  his  grantor,  a  tax,  or  an  assessment  or  water-rate  upon 
the  house  and  lot,  is  to  be  paid  by  contribution ;  and  that  if  either 
pay  the  whole,  the  equitable  share  of  the  other  may  be  recovered 
back.    {Oraham  v.  Dunigan,  2  Boaw.  i?.,  516.) 

Where  the  heir  has  redeemed  the  land  by  paying  off  a  mortgage, 
and  the  widow  files  her  bill  against  him  for  dower,  she  must  con- 
tribute, by  paying  to  the  heir  during  her  life,  an  annuity  of  one- 
third  of  the  interest  on  the  amount  paid  by  him,  to  be  computed 
from  the  time  of  such  payment,  or  the  value  of  such  annuity, 
according  to  the  circumstances.  {Swaine  v.  Perine^  5  Johns.  Ch. 
R,  482.)  So  also,  the  widow  must  bear  the  interest,  at  seven 
per  cent,  of  one-third  of  assessments  on  the  land  in  which  she 
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is  entitled  to  dower,  to  commence  from  the  time  the  assessments 
became  a  charge,  provided  this  was  subsequent  to  the  death  of  her 
husband ;  and  if  not,  then  from  his  death.  ( WiUidms  v.  Cox^  3 
Edward*8  Chancery  R.  178.)  And  it  has  been  held  that  une 
who  is  the  owner  in  fee  and  in  possession  of  real  estate,  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  dower  of  a  widow  therein, .  may  maintaiu 
an  action  against  the  widow  for  an  adjustment  and  apportion- 
ment of  the  taxes  and  assessments  which  are  a  lien  u]>on  tlie 
premises,  and  for  a  decree  directing  the  widow  to  pay  her  prop.^r- 
tion  of  such  taxes  and  assessments,  and  that  such  action  may  be 
maintained  in  equity,  under  the  old  system  of  practice,  or  under 
the  act  of  the  New  York  legislatm'e,  passed  in  1855,  providing  for 
the  due  apportionment  of  taxes  and  assessments,  and  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate  to  pay  the  same.  {Linden  v.  Grahamy  34  BaA 
JR.  316.) 

§  450.  The  duties  or  services  to  which  the  widow  is  liable  in 
respect  of  her  dower,  are  founded  upon  her  title  to  the  estate.  Her 
interest,  as  has  been  before  asserted,  is  a  continuation  of  ber 
husband's  seisin,  and  consequently  she  is  liable,  as  standing  in  bis 
place,  to  one-third  of  all  the  duties  and  services  to  which  the  estate 
was  subject  in  his  possession,  and  for  which  one-third  she  is  answer- 
able to  the  person  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the  propertj. 
{AscoitgJCs  cuse^  9*  Cokeys  H.  135.  9  Vinet^s  Abridgment^  268,  jl 
5,6,7,8.) 

Upon  the  principle  applicable  to  these  cases,  if  the  estate  be 
subject  to  a  mortgage  for  a  term  of  years  granted  before  tlie  bns- 
band  became  entitled  to  it,  his  widow  will  be  obliged  to  keep 
down  one-third  of  the  interest.  (  Vide  Jones  v.  Griffith^  2  Cdl 
N.  a  207.) 

The  liability  of  the  widow  to  contribution  for  part  of  the  duties 
reserved  out  of  the  dowable  estate,  is  founded  on  justice;  on  the 
principle  that  the  owner  of  two-thirds  of  the  estate  should  not  l)e 
obliged  to  pay  over  the  whole  of  such  reservation,  but  tliat  the 
proprietor  of  the  other  third  should  contribute  ^o  rata. 

It  is  also  equal  justice,  that  if  the  heir  or  his  grantor  become  dis- 
charged of  the  render  or  duty,  it  should  operate  in  favor  of  the 
widow.  Accordingly,  if  the  husband's  estate,  upon  its  creation, 
were  subject  to  a  rent,  and  the  reversion  or  dower  of  the  estate, 
or  if  the  person  to  whom  "it  is  payable  release  the  whole  or  part 
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of  it  to  the  heir,  the  widow  will  also  hold  her  dower  discharged 
from  it,  a  third  of  which  she  was  previously  liable  to  pay  to 
tlie  heir.  {Cokeys  Liiiletony  241.  1  BrigMe  iliLsbcmd  and  Wife^ 
395,  306.)* 


CHAPTER  XXXI. 

THE  STATUTORY  PECULIARmES  OF  THE  SEVERAL  STATES  Wlin  RESfEOT 

.  to  husband  and  w^ife,  and  the  eights  of  married  women — 
the  laws  of  new  york — ^the  act  for  the  protection  of  the 
property  •t)f  married  women — wrights  and  liabilities  of  hus- 
band and  wife — ^presumptions  in  favor  of  the  wife — ^the 
husband'^  tenancy  by  the  curtesy. 

§  451.  The  law  with  respect  to  husband  and  wife,  and  especially 
the  law  which  defines  the  position  and  the  rights  of  the  feme- 
covert^  has  undergone  a  very  great  change  in  this  countrj*^  within 
the  last  few  years.  Some  of  the  peculiarities  of  these  local 
changes  wiU  now  be  referred  to  more  fully  than  in  the  previous 
discussion ;  and  it  will  be  convenient  to  advert  to  the  states  in 
their  order,  beginning  with  the  State  of  New  York.    • 

The  first  radical  change  which  was  made  in  the  old  rules  respect- 
ing the  property  and  rights  of  married  women,  in  New  York,  was 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  1848.  Thif  act  has  been  amended  from 
time  to  time  by  subsequent  legislatures  until  the  law  has  become 
tolerably  well  settled. 

Previous  to  the  year  1848  there  was  a  strong  sentiment  that  the 
wife  was  the  victim  of  an  oppressive  legal  system,  from  which  she 
ought  to  be  relieved.  This  was  a  prominent  subject  of  debate  in 
the  constitutional  convention  which  sat  in  1846 ;  and  the  substance 
of  the  subsequent  act  of  1848  was  at  one  time  incorporated  into 
the  project  of  the  new  constitution,  but  it  was  finally  rejected  by  a 


•  It  Is  not  consistent  with  the  design  and  plan  of  this  treatise  to  pnrsne  the  discussion  of  tiio 
tnbject  of  dower  forther.  Enongh  has  probably  been  said  to  giro  the  stndent  a  bird's-eye  view 
of  tbo  entire  subject,  and  to  enable  him  to  comprehend  and  master  most  cases  which  are  met 
with  in  ordinary  practice.  Should  the  reader,  however,  desire  to  possess  himself  of  the  rery 
great  rarlety  of  learning  to  be  found  upon  the  subject,  bot)i  ancient  and  modem,  he  is  referred  to 
Park  on  Dower,  or  to  the  elaborate  work  of  Mr.  Scribncr,  now  just  published,  or  some  of  the 
other  standard  trtatises  in  which  the  subject  is  specially  and  exclusively  treated. 
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close  vote.  (Debates  by  Orogwell  and  Sutton^  pp.  55, 116, 794, 795, 
811-813.)  The  advocates  for  a  reform  as  to  the  legal  condition  of 
married  women  tl^en  addressed  themselves  to  the  legislature,  and 
the  result,  in  the  first  instance,  was  the  act  of  1848,  referred  to. 

As  the  law  now  stands,  any  married  female  may  take  by  inherit- 
ance or  by  gift,  grant,  devise  or  bequest  from  aiiy  person  other 
than  her  husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and 
convey  and  devise,  real  and  personal  property,  and  any  interest  or 
estate  therein,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if  she  were  unmarried,  and  the 
same  is  not  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  liable  for 
his  debts.  {Laws  of  1848,  ch,  200,  §  3,  (W  amended  hy  the  Laws  of 
1849,  ch.  375.  4  Stat,  at  Large^  513,  514.)  And  by  another  act, 
the  property,  both  real  and  personal,  which  any  mfirried  woman 
owns  as  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  that  which  comes  to 
her  by  descent,  devise,  bequest,  gift  or  grant,  or  which  she  actiuires 
by  her  trade,  business,  labor,  or  services,  carried  on  or  perfonned 
on  her  sole  or  separate  account ;  or  which  a  woman  married  in  this 
state  owns  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  the  rents,  issaes  and 
proceeds  of  all  such  property  will,  notwithstanding  her  marriage, 
be  and  remain  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  may  be  used, 
collected  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own  name,  and  is  not  subject 
to  the  interference  or  control  of  her  husband,  or  liable  for  his 
debts,  except  such  debts  as  may  have  been  contracted  for  tL^ 
support  of  herself  or  her  children  by  her  as  his  agent.  (LaKS  of 
1860,  ch.  90,  §  1.    4  Stat,  at  Large,  515,  516.) 

§  452.  By  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York,  a  manied 
woman  may  also  bargain,  sell,  assign  and  transfer  her  penBonal 
property,  and  carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and  perform  any  labor 
or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  and  the  earnings  of 
any  married  woman  from  her  trade,  business,  labor  or  services,  are 
declared  to  be  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  may  be  used  or 
invested  by  her  in  her  own  name.  And  any  woman  possessed  of 
real  estate  as  her  separate  property,  may  bargain,  sell  and  convey 
such  property,  and  enter  into  any  contract  in  reference  to  the 
same,  with  the  like  effect  In  all  respects  as  if  she  were  unmarried, 
and  she- may  in  like  manner  enter  into  any  such  covenant  or  cove* 
nants  for  title  as  are  usual  in  conveyances  of  real  estate,  whicii 
covenants  are  declared  obligatory  to  bind  her  separate  pro|>eitv, 
in  case  the  same  or  any  of  them  be  broken.    {Laios  of  1S60,  di> 
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90,  §§  2,  3,  dw  amended  hy  Lawe  of  1862,  ch.  172.  4  Stat,  at 
Large^  516.)  And  it  is  further  provided  tliat  no  bargain  or  con- 
tract made  by  any  married  woman  in  respect  to  her  sole  and 
Beparate  property,  or  any  property  which  may  come  to  her  by 
descent,  devise,  bequest,  purchase^  or  the  gift  or  grant  of  any  per- 
son, except  her  husband;  and  no  bargain  or  contract  entered  into 
by  any  married  woman  in  or  about  the  carrying  on  of  any  trade  or 
business,  under  any  statute  of  the  state,  shall  be  binding  upon  her 
husband,  or  render  him  or  his  property  in  any  way  liable  therefor. 
{Laws  of  1860,  ch,  90,  §  8,  as  amended  hy  Laws  of  1862,  ch.  172. 
4  Stat  at  Large,  616,  517.) 

§  453.  It  has  been  judicially  declared  that  the  statutes  of  1848 
and  1849,  referred  to,  gave  no  power  to  the  wife  to  dispose  by  will 
of  property  acquired  by  her  before  the  passage  of  the  acts,  or  of 
the  interest  accruing  after  the  acts,  upon  money  previously  given 
to  her,  or  of  the  proceeds  of  her  own  labor  which  her  husband 
permitted  her  to  receive,  manage  and  invest  in  her  own  name, 
and  as  if  it  were  her  own  property.  It  was  admitted,  however, 
that  the  language  of  the  acts  was  broad  enough  to  embrace  all 
property  owned  by  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or 
acquired  by  her  by  gift,  devise  or  otherwise  during  coverture  and 
before  the  passage  of  the  act,  excluding  aily  title  or  right  which 
the  husband  had  acquired  in  it  by  pre-existinjg  laws,  saving  only  the 
rights  of  creditors.  In  short,  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  was  to  take 
away  from  the  husband  all  right  to  the  personal  estate  and  choses  in 
action  of  the  wife  acquired  by  virtue  of  the  marital  relation ;  but  it 
was  held  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  l^islature  to  enact  a 
law  thus  affecting  existing  rights  of  property,  and  that  the  statute, 
so  far  as  it  related  to  such  existing  rights  of  property,  was  uncon- 
stitutional and  void.  {Ryder  v.  Hvlse,  24  If.  Y.  R.  372,  375.) 
Indeed,  the  same  doctrine  had  been  held  by  the  court  of  appeals 
eight  years  before,  when  it  was  decided  that  the  husband  had  a 
vested  interest  in  a  legacy  which  was  bequeathed  to  his  wife  prior  to 
the  act  of  1848,  although  the  legacy  was  not  reduced  to  possession 
when  that  act  took  effect,  and  therefore  the  legislature  had  not 
power  to  deprive  the  husband  of  his  rights  to  such  a  legacy,  and 
make  it  the  sole  and  separate  property  of  the  w^ife ;  and  that  so  far 
as  the  act  purports  to  do  so,  it  violates  the  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  state,  declaring  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of 
"  property  without  due  process  of  law."    (  WeeterveU  v.  Gregg^  12 
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If.  Y.  JR.  202.)  Similar  decisions  have  also  been  made  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  state,  and  the  doctrine  settled  by  them  is 
important,  not  only  as  determining  the  rights  of  parties  under  the 
act,  but  also  as  an  index  by  which  to  decide  with  respect  to  other 
acts  of  the  legislature.  But  it  seems  that  the  statute,  so  far  as  it 
provides  that  all  future  property  descending  to  the  wife  shall  be 
transmitted  to  her,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  that  she  shall 
hold  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  in  tlie  same  manner,  and 
with  the  like  effect  as  if  she  were  immarried,  was  in  effect  a  modi- 
fication of  the- laws  of  inheritance  entirely  within  the  control  and 
direction  of  the  legislature.  {Sleight  v.  Ready  18  Bath.  li.  159.) 
And  the  married  woman's  acts  of  1848  and  1849  are  not  liable  to 
objection,  as  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract,  because  they 
defeat  the  expectation  which  the  father  of  a  living  child  bad,  pre- 
vious to  those  acts,  of  being  tenant  in  curtesy  in  lands  acquired  br 
his  wife  during  coverture  and  subsequent  to  those  acts.  {Steven- 
son V.  Towneend,  22  N.  T.  li.  517.) 

§  454.  It  has  been  deliberately  held  in  at  least  two  cases  in  the 
court  of  appeals,  that  the  common  law  disability  of  a  hnd)and  to 
take  land  by  conveyance  from  his  wife,  is. not  removed  by  the 
statute  of  1849,  enabling  the  wife  "  to  convey  and  devise  real  and 
personal  property,  as  if  she  were  unmarried ;"  and  therefore  it 
was  decided  that  a  deed  executed  by  a  wife,  in  contemplation  of 
death,  in  good  faith  and  voluntarilj',  was  wholly  ineffectual.  The 
learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  said:  "No 
doubt  there  was  an  intention  to  confer  upon  the  wife  the  1^ 
capacity  of  a  /em^sole,  in  respect  to  conveyances  of  her  property, 
but  this  does  not  prove  that  she  can  convey  to  her  husband,  for  no 
such  question  could  possibly  arise  in  respect  to  a  feme-^ty  tliere 
being  no  person  to  whom,  in  respect  to  conveyances  as  made  by 
her,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  could  apply.  By  assimulating 
the  case  of  a  wife  to  that  of  an  unmarried  woman,  the  legislature 
merely  meant  to  say  that  she  should  have  the  same  power  as  though 
she  was  not  under  the  disability  of  coverture.  Taking  away  that 
disability,  she  would  have  power  to  make  all  such  conveyances  as 
were  not  forbidden  by  special  provisions  of  law ;  but  such  general 
statutes  are  never  understood  to  overreach  particular  prohibitions, 
founded  on  special  reasons  of  policy  or  convenience.  Corporations 
cannot  in  general  take  title  to  lands  by  will.  The  removing  of  the 
disabilities  of  femes-covert  would  not  allow  them  to  make  a  devise 


MARITAIi  RIGSTS  IN  NSW  YORK.  689 

to  a  corporatioH  sot  authorized  to  take.     It  is  not  the  disability  of 

the  wife  alone  which  would,  by  the  common  law,  render  void  her 

conveyance  to  her  husband.     The  husband  is  as  much  disabled  to 

take  under  such  a  conveyance  as  she  was  to  convey.    Therefore, 

to  render  the  conveyance  valid,  the  husband's  disability,  as  well  as 

that  of  the  wife,  must  be  removed ;  but  as  has  been  remarked, 

there  is  no  language  in  these  acts,  and  nothing  in  their  apparent 

intention,  which  looks  to  the  removal  of  any  disabilities  under 

which  he  labored."    The  decision  of  the  court  was  not  unanimous, 

but  was  pronounced  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  read;  and  it 

was  further  held  in  the  case,  that  the  defective  conveyance  could 

not  be  aided  by  the  application  of  equitable  principles.     ( White  v. 

Warier,  25  N.  Y.  R.  328,  333,  334.    S.  C.  31  Barb.  250,)    As  was 

intimated,  one  of  the  judges  dissented  from  the  detennination  in 

the  case  of  White  v.  Wager ;  but  a  case  was  subsequently  decided 

by  the  court  in  which  all  of  the  judges  agreed,  that  the  disability 

of  the  husband  to  take  land  by  conveyance  from  tlie  wife  remains 

as  before  the  statute  of  1849,  although  it  was  said  that  such  a  deed 

might  be  established  by  the  application  of  principles  of  equity 

when  a  consideration  has  been  paid,  and  also  when  the  grantee  is 

entitled  to  equitable   relief  for  improvements  made  upon  the 

premises  in  good  faith,  to  the  extent  of  such  equitable  claim. 

(  Winana  v.  PeMes,  32  N.  T.  R,  423.    Vide  aho  Sa/vage  v.  O'NeU, 

42  Barl.  R.  874.) 

§  455.  It  seems  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  legislature,  by  the 
married  woman's  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  to  confer  new  rights  of 
property  upon  the  wife,  separate  from  and  independent  of  her 
husband,  and  to  enlarge  and  render  more  fixed  and  certain  those 
already  existing.  Long  anterior  to  those  acts,  the  right  of  the 
wife  to  the  ownership  of  property,  both  real  and  personal,  distinct 
and  independent  of  her  husband,  was  thoroughly  recognized  and 
enforced  by  the  courts.  But  the  legislature  thought  proper  to 
enlarge  the  rights  of  the  wife  in  this  respect,  and  make  them  more 
certain  and  stable,  and  witli  tliat  view  the  enabling  acts  were 
passed.  As  the  statute  law  now  stands,  a  married  woman  may 
acquire  the  title  to  personal  property,  as  well  as  real,  by  grant  or 
purchase ;  and  this  purchase  may  be  made  in  any  of  the  ordinary 
modes  known  to  the  law  or  to  the  course  of  business.  It  may  be 
made  by  the  payment  of  cash  for  the  property  purchased,  and  if 
this  cash  be  the  property  of  the  female,  and  paid  with  the  intent 
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to  vest  the  title  to  the  goods  in  her,  she  undoubtedly  acquires 
thereby  a  perfect  and  indisputable  title  to  the  property.  So  the 
purchase  may  be  on  credit — on  her  credit ;  and  if  there  be  no 
doubt  that  the  purchase  was  made  by  her ;  that  the  credit  iras 
given  to  her;  that  the  object  was  to  vest  the  title  in  her,  and  tliat 
all  this  was  well  known  both  to  the  seller  and  the  purchaser,  there 
can  be  no  possible  doubt  that  she  acquires  title  thereby  to  the 
property  in  her  own  name,*  and  as  her  sole  and  separate  property. 
So  the  purchase  may  be  made  by  herself  in  person,  or  by  her 
authorized  agent.  There  is  nothing  in  the,  statute  or  in  principle, 
which  when  her  right  to  act  as  a  f&nfie-9ole  is  recognized,  fori>i<l3 
her  employment  of  an  agent,  any  more  than  it  forbids  the  employ- 
ment of  such  agent  by  any  other  person.  So  long  as  the  transaction 
is  thus  understood  by  the  vendor  and  by  the  vendee  and  by  the 
agent,  this  conclusion  is  irresistible.  And  there  would  seem  to  be 
no  good  and  legal  reason  why  she  may  not  employ  or  at  least  use 
her  husband  as  her  agent  to  make  snch  purchase,  provided  it  be 
tlone  honestly  and  in  good  faith.  For  the  purpose  of  such  a 
purchase  she  is  regarded  as  ^feine-sole^  and  as  a  person  distinct  from 
and  independent  of  her  husband,  and  he  stands  in  the  same  relatioo 
to  her.  It  is  immaterial  who  such  agent  may  be,  provided  he  be 
a  person  of  sufficient  intelligence  and  competence  to  make  a  valid 
contract.  The  act  of  agency  may  be  performed  for  compensation 
express  or  implied,  or  it  may  be  gratuitous,  and  in  either  case  it  is 
valid.  If  gratuitous,  it  cannot  interpose  any  obstacle  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  title  from  the  vendor  to  the  intended  vendee.  If 
worthy  of  compensation  it  may  create  an  obligation  to  pay  a 
quantum  meruit  to  the  husband  of  which  his  creditors  may  avail 
themselves,  but  it  cannot  prevent  the  transfer  of  the  title  to  her. 
If  agreed  to  be  for  compensation  between  the  husband  and  wife, 
such  agreement  is  either  void  or  valid.  If  void,  it  does  not  destroy 
the  agency  nor  affect  the  title  to  the  property ;  but  only  the  title  to 
the  compensation.  If  valid,  and  the  better  opinion  inclines  in 
that,  direction,  it  entitles  the  husband  to  that  compensation.  If 
not  paid  at  the  time,  there  may  be  a  technical  difficulty  in  the 
way  of  the  husband's  bringing  a  suit  to  recover  it  directly  against 
his  wife.  If  there  is,  that  cannot  destroy  the  wife^s  title  to  the 
property.  The  husband  may  receive  the  amount  of  it  ont  of 
the  wife's  funds  which  come  into  his  hands ;  or  he  may  transfer 
the  right  of  action  to  a  third  person ;  or  his  creditors  may  obtaio 
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the  benefit  of  it  by  action.  But  it  cannot  operate  to  bar  the  wife^s 
acquisition  of  title.  Of  course,  if  the  tmnsactiou  be  a  mere  cover, 
if  the  object  be  to  use  tlie  wife's  name  to  cover  the  hnaband^a 
property,  parties  are  at  liberty  to  show  the  facts,  and  thus  to  nullify 
the  transaction. 

But  the  act  of  1860  is  more  comprehensive  than  tliose  which 
preceded  it.  The  first  section  recognizes  the  various  sources  of 
title  by  descent,  devise,  bequest,  gilt,  grant,  and  also  such  as  slie 
acquires  by  her  trade,  business,  labor  or  services  canned  on  or 
performed  on  her  sole  or  separate  account,  and  confirms  that  title 
in  stronger  terms  than  those  used  in  the  previous  acts. 

The  second  section  authorities  her  to  bargain,  sell,  assign,  and 
tninsfer  her  separate  personal  j)roj)erty,  and  cany  on  any  trade  or 
business,  and  perform  any  labor  or  services,  on  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate account,  and  declares  the  earnings  thus  made  to  be  her  sole 
and  separate  property,  which  may  be  used  or  invested  by  her  in 
Iier  own  name.  * 

By  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1860,  as  amended  by  the  act 
of  1862,  the  married  woman's  right  to  acquire  and  dispose  of 
property,  and  to  make  bargains  and  contracts  in  relation  to  it,  in 
almost  any  mode  known  to  the  law  or  to  the  practice  of  the  com- 
mercial community,  would  seem  to  be  recognized.  In  carrying 
on  her  trade  or  business,  while  it  is  done  in  her  own  name  or  for 
her  own  benefit,  it  may,  like  all  other  trades  and  busine&s,  bo 
carried  on  by  herself  personally,  or  through  the  instrumentality 
of  others.  There  is  no  greater  disability  imposed  upon  her  than 
upon  Kny  feme^sole^  and  there  is  no  reason  or  principle  why  there 
should  be.  So,  also,  in  this  business,  as  in  the  purchase  of  prop- 
erty, she  may  employ  her  husband  as  her  agent.  For  the  purpode 
of  the  business  she  is  a  feme-Bole^  and  he  is  a  rnan-Bole.  He 
may  act  for  her  like  another  person,  and  whether  he  is  entitled  to 
his  compensation,  and,  if  so,  how  he  is  to  obtain  it,  seems  not 
necessarily  involved  in  the  issue.  The  law  gives  a  married  woman 
a  right  to  purchase  personal  property ;  to  purchase  it  for  cash ;  to 
purchase  it  on  credit ;  to  purchase  it  personally ;  to  purchase  it 
through  the  medium  of  an  agent ;  to  do  it  through  the  agency 
of  a  third  person ;  to  do  it  through  the  agency  of  her  Imsband. 
If  the  purchase  be  fair,  the  intent  made  known,  the  agency 
disclosed,  and  the  transaction  honest,  her  title  to  the  property  is 
unquestioned — is  indisputable. 
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She  may  intend  to  employ  the  property  thus  purchased  in  trade, 
and  in  trade  for  the  benefit  of  lier  husband,  by  the  fraudulent 
use  of  her  own  name ;  until  she  does  so,  the  property  is  hers,  and 
intangible  by  his  creditors.  She  may  carry  on  the  trade  or  busi- 
ness of  a  merchant ;  she  has  a  right  to  do  so ;  she  may  carry  it  on 
with  the  property  and  means  to  which  she  has  thus  fairly  acquired 
title.  She  may  carry  it  on  herself  by  her  personal  labor  and 
services,  exclusively,  or  exclusively  through  the  medium  of  agents, 
or  partly  in  each  mode ;  and  it  is  lawful.  3he  may  make  her 
husband  her  agent,  and  if  she  does  it  honafde^  without  permitting 
her  name  to  be  used  as  a  cover  for  fraud,  if  she  carri^  it  on  for  her 
own  benefit,  employing  him  fairly  as  her  agent,  and  willing  and 
intending  to  compensate  him,  or  through  him  his  creditors, 
and  not  to  absorb  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  and  earnings  in  her 
business  for  her  own  benefit,  excluding  his  creditors  therefrom, 
the  transaction  is  lawful  and  will  be  upheld  by  the  law. 

Such  is  the  judicial  reasoning  in  a  case  where  the  creditors 
of  the  husband  sought  to  satisfy  an  execution  out  of  property 
employed  in  business  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  by  her 
husband,  nominally  as  her  agent ;  and  there  are  principles  enunci- 
ated in  the  discussion  which  are  very  interesting  and  important, 
and  which  may  apply  to  cases  constantly  arising  as  the  law  now 
stands.  {Ahhey  v.  Deyo,  44  Barh  R.  374,  378-384.  But  vide 
Coon  V.  Brook,  21  ib.  546 ;  WoocHeck  v.  Havens^  42  ib.  66 ;  and 
Hose  V.  Bdl,  38  ib,  25.) 

§  456.  It  has  likewise  been  determined  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
that  the  acts  for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  property  of 
married  women  demand  a  liberal  construction  to  carry  into  eflTect 
the  beneficent  intent  of  the  legislature ;  and  it  was  affirmed  that 
the  design  was  not  to  render  the  property  of  the  wife  inalienable 
during  coverture,  but  to  secure  to  her  the  beneficial  use  of  it.  In 
respect  to  property  owned  by  her  at  the  time  of  the  marrijigc,  it 
relieved  her  from  the  common  law  disabilities  incident  to  cover- 
ture, and  continued  to  her  her  rights  as  if  she  had  remained  sole. 
The  property  continued  "her  sole  and  separate  property;"  that 
is,  her  property  absolutely  and  with  all  the  incidents  of  property, 
and  as  "  if  she  was  a  single  woman."  Property,  considei'ed  as  an 
exclusive  right  to  things,  contains  not  only  a  right  to  use  them 
but  a  right  to  dispose  of  them,  either  by  exchanging  them  for 
other  things,  or  by  giving  them  away  to  any  other  person  without 


MAniTAL  jRIGffTS  ly  NEW  YORK.  *         643 

consideration,  or  even  throwing  them  away.  Tlie  property  con- 
tinues in  her  without  qualification,  and  with  all  the  rights  which 
a  feme-%ole  or  other  person  not  under  disability  could  take  or  enjoy 
in  respect  to  it.  The  statute  gives  the  wife  the  property,  and  she 
takes  it  with  all  the  incidents  of  ownership  absolute  and  unquali- 
fied. Upon  this  reasoning  it  was  decided  that  a  wife,  by  allowing 
her  chattels  belonging  to  her,  and  which  remain  in  specie^  to  be 
employed  by  her  husband  in  the  carrying  on  of  a  business  for 
their  common  benefit,  does  not  devote  them  to  her  husband  so  as 
to  render  them  liable  for  his  debts.  {She?*man  v.  EUlev^  24  N.  Y. 
S.  381.     Vide  al^o  Van  EUen  v.  Carrier,  29  Barb.  R.  644.) 

§  457.  The  object  of  the  married  woman's  acts  of  1848  and  1849 
was  to  divest  the  title  of  the  husband  ^'^^r^  inariti  during  coverture, 
and  to  enable  the  wife  to  take  the  absolute  title,  as  though  she 
were  unmarried.  Before  the  act  of  1860  there  was  some  difficulty 
in  a  married  woman  purchasing  property,  whether  real  or  personal, 
on  credit,  arising  out  of  the  principle  that  she  could  not  make  a 
contract  for  payment  which  would  be  binding  upon  her  pereonally, 
according  to  the  general  rules  of  law ;  but  if  the  vendor  would 
run-the  risk  of  being  able  to  obtain  payment  of  the  consideration 
of  the  sale,  it  has  been  held  that  the  transfer  would  be  valid,  and 
no  estate  would  pass  to  the  husband,  whether  the  wife  had  ante- 
cedently  any  separate  estate  or  not.  Upon  this  principle  a  demise 
to  a  married  woman,  by  a  pei-son  other  than  her  husband,  of  a  term 
for  years  in  land,  by  a  lease  reserving  rent,  but  containing  no 
covenant  or  agreement  on  her  part  for  its  payment,  was  sustained 
as  a  valid  grant,  by  which  she  might  take  and  hold  the  premises 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  {Darhy  v.  Callaglmn,  16  N.  Y,  R. 
71.  Vide  also  Fox  v.  Dvff,  1  Dalifs  R,  196.)  And,  upon  the  same 
principle,  it  was  held  by  the  court  of  appeals  that,  atlter  the 
statutes  of  1848  and  1849,  and  independently  of  the  act  of  1860,  a 
married  woman  might  acquire  the  title  to  real  or  personal  property 
by  buying  the  same  upon  credit,  and  that  no  interest  therein  would 
pass  to  her  husband,  whether  she  had  antecedently  any  separate 
estate  or  not.  If  the  vendor  would  take  the  risk  of  payment,  the 
transfer  was  perfect;  and,  having  thus  obtained  the  property,  she 
could  manage  it  by  the  agency  of  her  husband  or  any  other,  and 
hold  the  profits  and  increase  to  her  separate  use.  {Knapp  v.  Smithy 
27  N.  Y.  R.  277.)  And,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Knapp 
V.  Smithy  the  supreme  court  held  that,  under  the  acts  of  1848  and 
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1849,  a  married  woman  has  capacity,  notwithstanding  her  covert- 
ure, and  irrespective  of  the  act  of  1860,  authorizing  9l  fem^-covert 
to  cany  on  a  trade  or  business,  and  protecting  her  earnings,  to 
purchase  a  stock  in  trade,  business  and  good  will,  by  executing  a 
mortgage  on  her  own  separate  real  estate,  and  to  recover  for  work, 
labor  and  services  done  and  performed,  and  materials  furnished  by 
her  in  the  course  of  such  business.  {James  v.  Taylor^  43  Barh.  R. 
530,  532.)  Tlie  court  of  appeals,  however,  in  September,  1866, 
held  that,  prior  to  the  statute  of  1860,  a  married  woman  could  not 
render  herself  personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  rent,  since  the 
enabling  acts  of  1848  and  1849  did  not  abrogate  the  general  role 
of  law  that  2i.  feme-covert  cannot  bind  herself  personally  by  contract 
for  payment;  but  the  proposition  was  re-affirmed,  that  if  the  lessor 
will  jftssume  the  risk  of  being  able  to  obtain  payment  of  the  rent, 
the  lease  will  be  valid,  and  no  estate  will  pass  to  the  husband. 
{Draper  v.  Stouvend,  35  iT.  Y.  H.  507.  -4nc?  vide  Goulding  v. 
Davidson,  26  ib.  604.) 

§  458.  The  married  woman's  acts  of  1S48  and  1849  have  been 
declared  by  the  supreme  court  to  be  remedial  statutes,  intended  to 
remedy  and  rempve  a  disability  which  was  thought  to  be  unwise, 
unjust  and  a  reproach  to  the  civilization  of  the  age.  These  statutes 
must,  therefore,  have  2k  liberal  and  beneficent  interpretation,  so  as 
to  give  effect  to  the.  intention  of  the  legislature,  notwithstanding 
some  of  the  results  may  seem  to  proceed  beyond  the  letter  of  the 
acts.  The  manifest  intention  was  to  ens^ble  married  women  to 
take,  hold,  and  use  and  enjoy  real  and  personal  property  obtained 
in  the  way  prescribed  in  the  statute,  and  also  to  grant,  devise  and  • 
convey  the  same,  to  the  same  extent  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if 
they  were  sole  and  unmarried.  Incidental  to  the  right  of  property 
and  the  power  of  disposition,  is  the  power  to  improve  it  and  increase 
its  value,  and  a  like  incident  to  the  use  of  real  property,  is  the  right 
to  the  increased  value,  whether  it  proceeds  from  improvements  pat 
upon  it  by  the  owner  or  from  a  rise  in  value.  Neither  of  these 
elements  of  value  can  be  separated  from  the  property  in  its  original 
and  primary  condition,  and  become  an  integral  part  of  the  prop- 
erty itself.  A  married  woman  who  borrows  money  upon  the  credit, 
of  her  separate  estate,  makes  valuable  improvements  upon  it,  and 
thus  enhances  its  value  beyond  the  cost  of  the  expenditure,  does  not 
derive  the  enhanced  value  by  any  of  the  ways  mentioned  in  the 
statute,  but  ^akes  it  as  an  incident  and  as  a  part  of  the  property  itself. 
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Such  improvement  and  enlianced  value  may  and  would  be  deemed 
to  be  the  fruits  and  results  of  her  skill  and  labor,  but  no  one  would 
probably  tliink  it  should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  her  husband  and 
his  creditors,  for  the  very  obvious  reason  that  the  improvements 
are  blended  with,  and  have  become  a  part  of,  the  property  itself, 
and  no  new  property  has  been  created  or  acquired.  The  value  or 
the  equivalent  in  money  has  been  enlarged,  but  the  lands,  the 
property,  is  still  the  same.  Upon  this  reasoning  the  court  decided, 
that  when  the  wife  purchased  real  estate,  and  borrowed  money  and 
built  upon  it,  and  by  her  skill  and  good  fortune  greatly  enhanced 
its  value,  the  whole  belonged  to  her,  and  did  not  constitute  prop- 
erty to  which  her  husband  or  his  creditora  could  have  any  legal  or 
equitable  rights.    {G088  v.  CahiU^  ^2  Barb.  R.  310,  316.) 

But  the  same  court  h^ld,  however,  that  when  s,  married  woman, 
receiving  a  sum  of  money  as  a  preferi*ed  creditor,  under  the  assign- 
ment of  her  husband,  embarks  it  in  trade,  in  a  business  under  the 
control  of  her  husband,  and  carried  on  by  him  in  his  own  name,  as 
"agent,"  commingling  it  with  the  avails  of  his  labor,  she  deprives 
herself  of  the  shield  provided  by  the  acts,  of  184:8  and  1849,  "for 
the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married  women,*' 
and  subjects  it  to  the  claims  of  her  husband's  creditors.  [By^cldey 
V.  WeUs,  32  Barh.  E.  569.  But  vids  Abbey  v.  Deyo,  4A  ib.  374.) 
And  the  court  had  previously  held  that  a-  wife  may  confer  upon 
her  husband  the  use  or  income  of  her  separate  property  as  a  gift, 
and  that  her  acquiescence,  or  assent  to  its  receipt  or  use  by  him,  is 
evidence  of  a  gift  by  her.  Therefore,  when  a  married  woman, 
owning  a  farm,  in  her  own  right,  goes  into  the  possession  of  it  with 
her  husband,  and  occupies  it  with  him  and  their  family ;  she  per- 
mitting him  to  cultivate  the  land,  but  without  any  agreement  as  to 
the  rents  or  produce,  and  to  use  the  proceeds  in  tl>e  support  of  her- 
self and  family,  and  to  sell,  exchange  and  deal  with  the  crops  at  his 
pleasure ;  it  is  decided  that  she  thereby  confers  on  him  rights 
which  cannot  be  withdrawn  or  repudiated  when  his  creditors  seek 
to  collect  their  demands  out  of  property  for  which  he  has  exclianged 
the  produce  of  the  farm  ;  but  that  at  law  and  in  equity  property 
thus  purchased  by  the  husband  belongs  to  him,  and  may  be  seized 
by  his  creditors.  {Gage  v.  Daitchy^^^  Barb,  i?.  622.  And  tnde 
Van  SickU  v.  Van  Sickle^  8  How,  Pr.  R.  265.)  But  the  court  of 
appeals  reversed  the  judgment  in  Biickley  v.  WeJU  {8upra\  laying 
down  the^rule,  that,  as  the  law  now  stands,  a  married  woman  may 
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manage  her  separate  property  throngh  the  agency  of  her  husband, 
without  subjecting  it  to  the  claims  of  his  creditors ;  holding  also 
that  the  wife  is  entitled  to  the  profits  of  a  mercantile  business, 
conducted  by  the  husband  in  her  name,  when  the  capital  is  fur- 
nished by  her,  and  he  has  no  interest  but  that  of  mere  agent;  and, 
further,  that  the  application  of  an  indefinite  portion  of  the  income 
to  the  support  of  tlie  husband  does  not  impair  the  title  of  the 
wife  to  her  property ;  and  that  no  interest  in  her  separate  estate 
is  acquired  by  the  husband  or  his  creditors  throngh  his  volantary 
services  as  her  managing  agent.  {Bxickley  v.  Wells^  33  N,  Y, 
R,  618.) 

§  459.  It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court,  that  the  power 
conferred  upon  married  women  to  devise  real  and  personal  eeftate, 
by  the  act  of  April  11,  1849,  amending  the  act  of  April  7,  ISIS, 
for  the  more  eftectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married  women, 
was  not  repealed  by  the  act  of  March  20,  1860,  concerning  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  husband  and  wife.  (  Wallace  v.  Ba^settj  41 
Barb.  H.  92.)  And  the  court  of  appeals  have  lield  that  where  a  mar- 
ried woman,  possessed  of  a  separate  personal  estate,  dies  without 
having  made  any  disposition  of  it  in  her  life-time,  or  by  way  of 
testamentary  appointment,  the  title  thereto  vests  in  her  surviving 
husband,  and  cannot  be  affected  by  the  granting  of  administration 
upon  her  estate  to  any  other  person ;  declaring  that  the  statutes  of 
1848  and  1849,  do  not  change  the  rule  at  common  law  in  this 
respect,  but  affect  only  such  property  as  she  disposes  of  in  her  life- 
time or  by  will.  {Ransom  v.  NichoU^  22  iT.  T.  R.  110.)  The 
separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  in  real  property  owned  by  her 
fiitice  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849  in  relation  to  married  women,  is 
none  the  less  a  separate  estate  because  it  is  a  legal  instead  of  an 
equitable  estate;  and  the  only  difixjrence  between  die  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman,  as  previously  recognized  and  acted 
upon  by  courts  of  equity,  and  their  title  to  property  acquired  or 
held  under  those  acts,  is,  that  the  former  is  an  equitable  and  the 
latter  a  legal  estate  or  title.  {Colvin  v.  Currier ^  22  Rarbour's 
R.  871.) 

A  tmst  for  the  benefit  of  an  unmarried  female,  accompanied  bj 
a  limitation  of  the  income  of  the  tnist  property  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  for  life,  free  from  the  control  or  interference  of  any 
future  husband,  created  prior  to  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  will 
prevent  a  husband  whom  she  may  marry  subsequent  to  those  acts, 
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from  acquiring  by  the  marriage,  any  vested  rights  in  the  wife's  life- 
time, in  or  to  her  samnga  from  her  income^  and  those  acts  give  to 
the  wife  the  power  to  dispose  of  such  savings  by  will.  But,  as  has 
been  before  shown  in  principle,  if  she  dies  without  having  disposed 
of  such  savings,  or  of  the  property  arising  therefrom,  by  will  or 
otherwise,  her  husband,  on  her  death,  will  be  entitled,  in  his  marital 
right,  to  such  savings  or  property.  {Jiieben  v.  WhiUy  43  £arb.  H, 
92.    S.  C.  28  U(m.  Pr,  R.  320.) 

§  460.  Since  the  married  women's  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  when 
the  wife  is  in  possession  of  property  under  claim  of  ownership,  her 
right  as  owner  cannot  be  overlooked  without  evidence,  any  more 
readily  than  if  she  was  unman*ied.  The  statute  has  worked  this 
change,  and  instead  of  an  adverse  presumption  that  the  property 
connected  with  a  business  which  she  carried  on  as  a  single  woman, 
with  the  property  in  her  possession,  belonged  to  the  husband,  the 
presumption  is  now  in  her  favor,  and  must  be  overcome  by 
the  party  who  dilutes  her  right  or  title.  The  fact  of  coverture 
has  ceased  to  have  any  relation  to  the  technical  right  of  a  married 
woman  to  maintain  an  action  in  respect  to  her  separate  property ; 
and  the  allegation  of  coverture  in  the  complaint  is  no  longer 
necessary.     {Pete^'8  v.  Fowler^  41  Barb,  R.  467.) 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  a  married 
woman,  having  a  separate  legal  estate  consisting  of  money,  may 
lend  the  same,  take  and  hold  securities  therefor  in  her  own 
name,  and  sue  for  and  enforce  them  at  law,  and  the  power  to  do 
these  things  includes  the  ability  to  make  all  contracts  incident 
thereto;  and  she  is  not  exempt  from  the  liabilities  which  tlie  law 
imposes  upon  all  other  lenders  of  money.  It  was  held,  therefore, 
that  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  borrower  against  husband 
and  wife  jointly,  to  recover  back  money  paid  as  usurious  interest, 
where  the  money  loaned  and  the  security  taken  therefor  belonged 
exclusively  to  the  wife,  as  a  part  of  her  legal  estate,  and  the  money 
taken  for  the  loan  and  forbearance  was  paid  to  and  received  by 
her,  and  the  husband,  so  far  as  he  participated  in  the  transaction, 
acted  for  her  and.  with  her  knowledge  and  assent.  {Porter  y. 
Mount,  41  Barh.  R.  561.     But  vide  S.  C.  45  ib.  422.) 

§  461.  The  acts  of  1848  and  1849  were  not  intended  to  enable 
married  women  to  take  and  hold  property  jointly  with  their  hus- 
bands, but  to  take  and  hold  and  dispose  of  property  as  if  they  had 
no  husbanjds.     It  was  determined,  therefore,  that  when  a  lease  for 


648  LAW  OF  COVERTURE. 

a  term  of  years  is  executed  to  husband  and  wife  jointly,  the  righta 
&nd  interests  of  the  lessees,  respectively,  by  and  under  the  leaae, 
and  in  and  over  the  demised  premises,  are  what  they  ase  declared 
to  be  by  tlie  common  law,  and  are  unaffected  by  those  acts.  If 
snch  a  lease  were  executed  to  the  wife  alone,  the  term  or  leasehold 
interest,  under  the  protection  of  the  statute,  might  be  held  bj  lier 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,. free  from  the  control,  disposition  ix 
debts  of  her  husband ;  though  pi'evions  to  the  statute  of  1860,  her 
covenant  to  pay  the  rent  reserved  in  such  lease,  would  have  been 
abisolutely  void  at  law,  and  it  is  not  certain  that  the  execution  of 
such  a  covenant  would  have  been  held  in  equitif  safBcient  evidence 
o^'  an  intention  on  her  part  to  charge  real  estate  of  hers,  held  by 
her  at  the  time  to  her  separate  use,  with  the  payment  of  tlierent. 
But  cleai*ly,  when  the  ieas<^  is  executed  to  the  husband  and  wite 
JaiuUt/^  the  pjyrment  of  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease  cannot  be 
enforced  against  the  wife,  and  the  interest  of  the  lessees  may  be 
made  subject  to  thei  debts  of  the  husband.  {Godet  v.  Gori^Zl 
JSarb.  R.  314.) 

§  463.  Whether  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849  entirely  abn^te  the 
existence  of  prospective  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  is  a  question  about 
which  there  has  been  considerable  doubt,  and  the  decisions  hare 
been  both  ways  upon  the  subject.  It  was  held  by  the  supreme 
Qourt,  at  special  term,  at  an  early  day,  that  the  act  of  1848,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  1849,  in  no  way  changed  the  law  of  descent 
and  that  real  estate,  by  the  law  of  descent,  is  cast  the  same  as  if  the 
law  had  never  been  passed.  It  was  admitted  that  the  statute  cnts 
off  most  emphatically  all  that  freehold  estate  wliich  the  husband 
acquires  jv/re  tucaris  during  coverture,  and  which  is  a  freehold 
estate  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  that  the 
husband  has  now  no  interest  in  his  wifeV  lands  during  eovertnre 
which  he  can  use  or  transfer,  or  which  his  creditors  can  in  any 
manner  reach.  But  it  was  affirmed  that  the  estate  is  vested  in  the 
wife  during  coverture,  and  upon  her  death  descends  to  her  heiis, 
charged  with  the  incumbrance  of  the  husband's  rights  as  t^iant  by 
the  curtesy,  if  there  has  been  a  child  bom  alive  of  the  marriage; 
and  this  view  was  sustained  by  a  learned  and  elaborate  opinion 
of  the  court.  {Hurd  v.  Cms,  9  Bari.  R.  866, 370.)  This  doctrine 
was  concurred  in  several  years  later  by  another  judge  sitting  at 
special  term,  who  held  that  4f  a  married  woman,  seised  of  real 
estate  which  accrued  to  her  during  coverture,  does  not  avail  herself 
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of  the  right  given  by  the  Btatute,  to  corvoey  or  devise  the  sailne,  lier 
husband  will,  upon  her  decease,  become  tenant  by  the  cartesy  when- 
ever he  would  have  been  such  tenant  prior  to  the  act  of  April, 
1848.     {Clark  v.  Clark,  24  Barh.  li.  581.) 

On  the  contrary  it  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  at  general 
term,  upon  mature  deliberation,  that  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849 
entirely  abrogate  the  existence  of  the  prospective  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy,  and  that  every  quality  and  incident  that  is  necessary  to 
constitute  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  is  destroyed  by  the  provisions 
of  these  acts.  •  The  judge  who  decided  the  case  at  special  term 
delivered  the  opiuion  of  the  court  at  general  term,  and  after  exam- 
ining a  large  number  of  authorities,  including  those  of  Ilurd  v. 
Cum  (9  Barb,  B.  366),  and  Clark  v.  Clark  {supra),  said :  "  These 
statutes  execute  their  own  purpose.  Trustees  are  dispensed  with, 
and  husbands  excluded.  The  machinery  is  simple,  the  intent  clear. 
From  the  intiuences  of  such  considerations,  I  held  before,  and, 
seeing  no  reason  to  change  those  views,  I  hold  now,  that  our 
natural  progress  in  knowledge  and  intelligence,  our  advanced  social 
and  political  condition,  our  changed  system  of  government,  our 
better  appreciation  of  equal  and  natural  rights  of  every  class  and 
condition  of  citizens,  presented  a  reason,  and  I  thought  and  still 
thi^jk,  a  necessity,  for  the  passage  of  an  act  for  Uie  eradication  of 
this  unnatural  and  worse  than  useless  tenure  called  curtesy,  as  one 
of  the  vestiges  of  a  by-gone  military  age,  which  had  too  long 
remained  an  excrescence  upon  our  system  of  law,  based,  its  we 
claim  it  to  be,  upon  the  tlieory  of  an  eijuality  of  natural  rights. 
In  my  judgment  the  provisions  of  these  statutes  of  1848  and  1849 
were  aptly  fitted,  and  were  intended,  to  effect  a  radical  change  in 
relation  to  these  tenures ;  that  they  introduced  changes  more  suited 
to  the  necessities  of  the  times,  and  to  the  present  condition  of 
parties ;  and  that  such  a  change  was  demanded  by  the  highest  con- 
fiiderations  of  public  policy,  was  dictated  by  the  soundest  views  of 
justice,  and  rested  on  a  substantial  basis  of  good  sense.  *  *  * 
I  cannot  hold  that  a  remedial  statute  whosa  letter  and  title  declare 
its  design  to  be  protection  of  the  estates  of  married  women,  shall, 
by  construction  not  warranted  by  its  language,  be  made  to  protect 
the  husband,  and  to  give  to  the  latter  an  estate  which  all  elementary 
writers  declare  that  they.have  neither  a  natural  nor  a  moral  right 
to  hold."  {BiUings  v.  Baker,  28  Barb.  Ji.  343,  370,  371,  378.) 
This  case  was  very  fuUy  considered  at  general  term,  and,  although 
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one  of  the  fonr  judges  dissented,  it  must  be  regarded  as  settling 
the  question  that  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  no  longer  exists  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  unless  the  authority  shall  be  overruled  bj 
the  court  of  appeals. 


CHAPTEE  XXXII. 

THE  STATUTORY  POLICY  OF  NEW  YORK  RESPECTINO  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE— 
DECISIONS    UNDER    THE    PRESENT   STATUTES-— CONTROL    OF    MARBIED 

WOMEN  OVER  THEIR  OWN   PROPERTY EFFECT  OF  THE  3CARRU6E  OF 

THE  PARTIES  TO  A  BOND.  OR  PROMISSORY  NOTE  UNDER  EXBTLVG 
STATUTES — LIABILITIES  OF  MARRIED  WOMEN  UNDER  THE  STAinE— 
CONSENT  OF  HUSBAND  TO  HIS  WIFe's  CONVEYANCE — ACTIONS  BY  AM) 
AGAINST  MARRIED  W^OMEN — CHARGES  AGAINST  HER  SEPARATE  ESTATE 
— ACTIONS  BY  HER  AGAINST  HER  HUSBAND — ^TRUSTEES  OF  MABBIED 
WOMEN — ^INSURANCE  OF  HUSBAND's  LIFE  BY  WIFE — SUMMARY. 

§  463.  The  marriage  of  a  female  mortgagee  with  the  mortgagor, 
since  the  act  of  1848  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  married 
women,  does  not  extinguish  her  right  of  action  upon  the  mortgage; 
and  when  such  mortgagee  unites  with  her  husband  in  a  junior  mort- 
gage of  the  same  land,  the  act  affects  only  her  inchoate  dower  inter- 
est, but  does  not  in  the  absence  of  words  for  that  purpose  impair 
her  right  to  priority  of  Hen.  In  the  State  of  New  York,  the  Code 
and  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849  have  completely  swept  away  the  com- 
mon law  rule  which  gave  the  husband  rights  in,  and  control  over,  the 
property  of  the  wife.  Jfow  every  female,  in  respect  to  propertj 
owned  by  her  at  the  time  of  marriage,  continues  its  o\nier  after 
marriage,  with  full  power  to  use,  control  or  dispose  of  it  in  everr 
particular,  the  same  as  if  she  had  remained  unmarried.  Marriage 
no  longer  operates  upon  the  property,  but  only  upon  the  person; 
by  it  the  estate  of  the  female  is  no  longer  transferred  to  the  hus- 
band, nor  the  right  to  use  or  control  it.  The  statutes  declare  "  that 
the  property  of  any  female  who  shall  thereafter  marry,  and  which 
she  shall  own  at  the  time  of  marriage,  shall  continue  her  sole  and 
separate  estate,  as  if  she  were  a  single  woman."  This  language  is 
clear  and  txplicit ;  it  leaves  no  room  for  doubt  or  construction,  and 
should  receive  at  the  hands  of  the  court  a  faithful  and  fair  con- 
struction.    To  hold  that  the  marriage  of  the  mortgagor  with  the 


MARITAL  Rianrs  m  miw  tork.  651 

mortgagee  released  the  debt,  would  be  to  nullify  the  expre&s  lan- 
guage of  the  act.    Tliese  statutes  are  inconsistent  with  the  eommon 
law,  and,  as  both  cannot  stand,  the  latter  must  yield.    The  reason 
for  the  common  law  rule,  viz.,  the  unity  of  burdens  which  disabled 
the  wife  from  suing  the  husband,  has  also  been  repealed.     {Code, 
§  114.)    Tlie  wife  has  been  admitted  to  separaterights  of  action  as 
Tvell  as  of  property.    Now  a  wife  may  maintain  an  action  in  her 
own  name,  concerning  her  separate  estate,  against  her  husband  or 
any  other  peraon.     This  was  the  reasoning  of  one  of  the  judges  who 
gave  opinions  in  the  court  of  appeals  in  a  case  involving  the  ques- 
tion, and  the  other  two  judges  who  wrote  opinions  concurred  in  the^ 
decision  that  the  mortgagee  was  within  the  protection  of  the  statute. 
If  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  question  had  been  given  by  some  third 
person,  it  was  conceded  that  the  rights  of  the  wife  would  not  have 
been  affected  by  her  subsequent  marriage.    But  the  statute  makes 
no  distinction  in  favor  of  a  husband  who  is  himself  the  debtor  of 
the  wife,  antecedently  to  the  marriage ;  and  it  was  suggested  that 
the  bond  and  mortgage  in  the  case  were  the  property  of  the  wife,  ♦ 
which  she  owned  at  "  the  time  of  her  marriage,"  and,  by  the  letter 
of  the  act,  they  were  to  continue  her  "  sole  and  separate  property 
as  if  s}ie  were  a  single  female,"  and  that  there  is  manifestly  nothing 
in  the  language  or  in  the  general  policy  of  the  statute  which  will 
justify  a  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  husband.    {Power  v.  Lester, 
23  iT.  Y,  li.  527.)    However,,  if  an  unmarried  female  makes  a 
promissory  note,  and  subsequently  intermarries  with  the  payee  and 
holder  of  the  note,  the  marriage  operates  to  discharge  the  note 
and  all  liability  thereon  on  the  pai-t  of  the  maker.   {Curtis  v.  JSrookSj 
37  jBari.  R.  476.) 

§  464.  Manned  women  are  authorized,  under  the  acts  of  1843 
and  1849,  to  subscribe  for  and  own  stock  in  banks  in  their  own 
right ;  and  such  stockholders  are  liable,  under  the  act  of  1 849 
{Laws  of  1849,  ch.  226),  to  the  amount  of  the  stock  held  by  them 
in  case  default  is  made  by  the  bank  in  the  payment  of  any  of  its 
debts  or  liabilities.  The  legislature  had  the  power  to  alter  the 
common  law,  so  as  to  make  married  women  personally  liable  to  the 
amount  of  their  stock.  It  has  thought  proper  to  do  so,  and 
tlie  courts  arc  bound,  as  in  all  other  cases,  to  enforce  the  liability. 
Tlic  liability  is  a  statutory  one,  and  extends  to  ihn  feme-covert,  but 
affects  her  property  alone.  What  it  may  bo  worth  to  the  creditors 
of  the  bank,  or  by  what  particular  proceeding  it  is  to  be  enforced 
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in  a  given  case,  are  questions  to  be  decided  by  reference  to  the 
statute.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  courts  hold  that  a  married  woman, 
under  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  may  hold  stock  in  a  bank,  and 
holding  such  stock  is  within  the  act  (ch.  226  of  1849)  to  enforce 
the  liability  of  stockholders,  and  is  liable  as  such  to  assessment 
for  its  debts.  {Matter  of  the  Reciprocity  Bank,  29  Barb.  li.  369. 
S.  C.  22  N,  T,  R,  9.)  This  is  important  simply  as  settling  the 
principle  that  a  ferne-covert  may  subscribe  for  and  hold  stock  in  a 
corporate  company,  and,  when  slie  does  hold  such  stock,  she  is  sub- 
ject to  the  same  liabilities  on  account  of  it  as  other  holders  of 
stock  in  the  same  company.  She  cannot,  in  snch  cases,  shield 
herself  from  the  burdens  that  attach  to  a  stockholder,  on  the  plea 
of  coverture. 

§  465.  The  act  of  1860,  concerning  the  rights  and  liabilities  of 
husband  and  wife,  relieves  the  wife  from  her  disabilities  as  Kftme- 
covert,  and  enables  her  to  carry  on  her  trade  or  business,  and 
perform  any  labor  and  services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account. 
The  power  to  carry  on  a  trade  or  business  includes  the  abilitj 
to  make  all  contracts  incident  to  such  trade  or  business.  Acd 
the  same  act,  by  exempting  the  husband  from  all  liability  npon 
or  in  respect  to  bargains  or  contracts  made  by  the  wife  in  or  abont 
the  carrying  on  of  her  trade  or  business,  recognizes  the  ability  of 
the  wife  to  make  executory  contracts  which  will  be  valid  as  against 
her,  notwithstanding  her  coverture.  {.Barton  v.  Burr,  35  Barb. 
R.  78,  80.)  The  construction  given  in  this  case  to  the  statute  was 
fully  assented  to  and  indorsed  by  the  New  York  common  pleas, 
in  a  case  in  which  it  was  determined,  that  when  a  married  woman 
carries  on  the  millinery  business  upon  her  own  account,  and 
purchases  goods  upon  credit  for  such  business  on  her  own  account, 
an  action  may  be  brought 'against  her  the  same  as  if  she  were  unma^ 
ried,  and  a  judgment  recovered,  and  tlie  amount  collected  by 
execution  out  of  property  belonging  to  her  in  her  own  right 
{I{len  V.  Gibney,  24  How.  Pr.  R.  31.) 

A  married  woman  i(iay  compromise  a  doubtful  claim  affecting 
her  separate  estate.  So  held  in  a  case  where  a  fefiie-covert  agreed 
with  the  principal  beneficiary  under  a  will,  to  withdraw  ber 
opposition  to  the  probate  of  such  will  upon  consideration  of  the  pay- 
ment to  her  of  a  sum  of  money ;  it  appearing  that  ber  separate 
estate  would  be  increased  by  defeating  the  probate  of  such  will 
{Palmer  v.  JfTorih,  36  Bari.  R.  282.) 
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§  466.  Whei*e  a  married  woman,  on  purchasing  a  farm  as  he;r 
separate  estate,  also  purchased  certain  stock  and  farming  imple- 
znentd  thereon,  and  executed  a  mortgage  of  the  chattels  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  price  thereof,  to  the  vendor,  the  payment  of 
"which  chattel  mortgage  was  guaranteed  by  two  other  persons ;  the 
eonrt  held  that  the  vendor,  by  accepting  the  chattel  mortgage  and 
guaranty,  must  be  deemed  to  have  trusted  to  the  same  as  hii 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  price;  and  that  in  the  absence  of 
any  finding  that  the  chattels  were  bought  or  the  debt  incurred  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wife's  separate  estate,  the  same  could  not  be 
charged  with  the  payment.     The  court,  however,  laid  down  the 
proposition  that  a  married  woman  not  being  able  to  make  a  con- 
tract valid  at  law,  so  as  to  bind  herself  personally,  if  she  has  a 
separate  estate  and  contracts  debts  for  her  benefit,  on  the  credit  of 
it,  it  is  just  and  right  that  a  court  of  equity  should  enforce  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  out  of  her  separate  estate.    {Ledeliey  v.  Powers^ 
39  £arb,  H.  555.)    Th^  action  in  this  case  was  brought  upon  a 
transaction  which  occurred  long  before  the  acts  of  1860  and  1862 ; 
therefore,  some  of  the  reasoning  of  the  court  may  not  be  applicable 
to  a  case  arising  under  the  last  mentioned  acts. 

A  married  woman,  having  a  separate  estate  in  lands,  but  not  in 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  not  conducting  any  business  on  her 
own  account,  cannot  charge  such  separate  estate  by  a  parol  promise 
to  pay  the  debt  of  her  husband,  where  the  separate  estate  has 
received  no  benefit  on  account  of  the  contracting  of  the  debt,  and 
will  not  be  benefited  by  the  payment  of  the  debt.  The  judge,  in 
giving  his  opinion  holding  this  doctrine,  said:  "No  promise  of  a 
matij  orally  made,  will  bind  his  real  estate ;  why  should  not  the 
oral  promise  of  a  woman  have  as  much  protection  ?  The  case  of 
Yale  V.  Dederer  (18  iT.  Y.  i?.  265,  samd  com^  in  22  id.  450),  and 
the  cases  cited  therein^  I  think,  control  this  case*  The  defendant 
has  neither  made  a  separate  instrument  binding  her  separate  estate 
to  pay  a  debt  not  beneficial  to  her  estate,  nor  has  she  created  an 
equitable  charge  upon  it  by  pledging  payment  from  it  as  a  debt 
which  is  beneficial.  It  is  urged  that  the  modem  spirit  of  legisla^ 
tion  evinces  a  desire  and  intent  to  give  to  married  women  more 
absolute  control  over  their  separate  estates  than  formerly.  This  is 
doubtless  true,  so  far  as  relates  to  their  estates  acquired  in  a  cer- 
tain way,  after  these  acts  took  efiect,  and  so  far  as  such  control 
will  protect  their  estates ;  but  what  is  claimed  in  this  case  would 
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hardly  be  a  protection  to  them ;  on  the  contrary,  it  would  open  a 
door  by  which  worthless,  insolvent  and  spendthrift  Imsbands,  vho 
perhaps  exercise  as  much  control  over  the  minds,  the  fears  and 
the  apprehensions  of  their  wives  as  better  disposed  husbands,  conld, 
and  thus  would,  control  their  estates,  and  thus  might  exhau^  the 
separate  estates  of  their  wives  by  their^  improvidence.  The  pro- 
tection of  the  disability  of  coverture,  therefore,  is  still  the  best 
protection  for  them  in  this  respect.  This  disability  has  not  been 
removed  by  this  modern  legislation ;  certainly  not  as  to  estates 
previously  acquired."  {Ledlie  v.  Vrooinan^  41  Barb.  R.  109, 113.) 
The  doctrine  of  this  case  is  simply  that  the  wife  cannot  charge  b^ 
separate  estate  by  parol  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  her  hus- 
band ;  but  it  cannot  be  denied  that  a  married  woman  can  charge 
the  whole  or  a  portion  of  her  separate  estate  as  a  surety  for  ber 
husband.  The  undertaking,  howeyer,  must  be  in  writing,  and 
the  intention  to  charge  her  separate  estate  must  be  expressed 
in  the  instrument,  although  it  is  not  necessary  to  specify  the 
property  to  be  charged,  unless  the  wife  intends  to  chaise  only  a 
specific  portion  of  it.     {Bennett  v.  Lichtenstein^  39  Barb.  R.  194.) 

§  467.  When  a  married  woman  by  the  terms  of  a  trust  created 
for  her  benefit  under  a  will,  is  to  have  the  income  of  a  certain 
fund  and  real  estate  during  her  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
free  from  the  control  or  interference  of  any  future  husband  whom 
she  may  marry,  her  husband  has  no  vested  right  to  or  interest  in 
the  income,  or  h6r  savings  out  of  the  income  during  her  life, 
although  the  marriage  took  place  previous  to  the  acts  of  184S 
and  1849.  By  such  marriage  the  husband  acquired  no  vested 
rights  which  could  not  be  interfered  with  or  taken  away  by  bis 
wife's  will  under  the  statute.  {Rieben  v.  White,  28  Uoio.  Pr.  /?. 
320.    8.  a  43  Barb.  R.  92.) 

A  married  woman,  by  accepting  a  deed  of  land  subject  to  a 
mortgage,  and  covenanting  to  pay  the  mortgage,  does  not  thereby 
charge  herself,  or  any  of  her  separate  property,  except  the  land 
conveyed,  unless  the  deed  and  covenants  are  made  in  the  conree 
of  a  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  her.  The  act  of  1860  gives 
her  full  power  to  bind  herself  in  all  proper  matters  concerning 
any  business  carried  on  by  her  for  her  own  benefit,  and  on  ench 
contracts  she  is  personally  liable,  but  otherwise  the  common  law 
disability  still  attaches  to  the  wife.  ^ Brown  v.  Hermann  14 
AbboU's  Pr.  R.  394.) 
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When  a  promissory  note  is  indorsed  over  and  delivered  to  a 
married  woman  by  the  payee,  the  property  in  the  note  vests  in  her 
under  the  act  of  18^9.  The  note  being  thus  indorsed  to  her,  she 
acquires  it  in  the  form  and  mode  prescribed  by  the  ittatute  for  the 
acquisition  of  property  by  married  women  which  they  are  to  hold 
and  enjoy  as  their  separate  estate.  The  possession  of  and  property 
in  the  note,  constitutes  a  separate  estate  of  itself,  and  though  she 
has  no  other  estate,  she  may  receive  and  hold  such  note.  {JDillaye 
V.  Parks,  31  Barb.  H.  132.) 

§  468.  By  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1860  as  it  originally  passed 
and  existed,  until  the  amendment  of  1862,  no  conveyance  or  con- 
tract of  the  wife  was  valid  without  the  assent  in  writing  of  her 
husband,  or  leave  of  the  county  court.  {Laws  of  1860,  ch,  90,  §§  3, 
4,  5,  6.)  This  provision,  while  it  existed,  was  held  not  to  apply  to 
an  act  of  the  wife  by  which  she  merely  created  a  charge  or  lien 
upon  her  property.  Thus,  her  contract  to  pay  a  debt,  charging 
the  same  upon  her  separate  estate,  did  not  need  the  assent  of  the 
liusband  or  the  order  of  the  court  to  render  it  valid.  (  Ward  v. 
ServosSy  15  Abb.  Pr.  B,  279.)  These  provisions  of  the  act  were 
amended  or  repealed  by  the  act  of  1862.  {Laws  of  1862,  ch,  172, 
§§  1,  2.)  But  until  the  amendment  of  1862,  they  were  in  force, 
and  no  conveyance  or  contract  executed  by  the  wife  during  that 
period  was  valid,  except  in  accordance  with  the  act.  {Manchester 
V.  Sahler^  47  Barb.  JR.  155,  159.  Townsley  v.  Chapiriy  12  AUen^s 
R.  476.    And  mde  Tale  v.  Dederer,  22  N.  Y.  R  450,  460.) 

§  469.  Any  married  woman  may,  while  married,  sue  and  be  sued 
in  all  matters  having  relation,  to  her  sole  and  separate  property,  or 
which  may  come  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  purchase,  or  the  gift  or 
grant  of  any  person,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole ;  and 
any  married  woman  may  bring  and  maintain  an  action  in  her  own 
name,  for  damages  against  any  person  or  body  coj^porate,  for 
any  injury  to  her  person  or  character,  the  same  as  if  she  were  sole ; 
and  the  money  received  upon  the  settlement  of  any  such  action  or 
recovered  upon  a  judgment  is  made  her  sole  and  separate  property. 
And  it  is  provided  that  in  case  it  shall  be  necessary  in  the  prose- 
cution or  defense  of  any  action  brought  by  or  against  a  married 
woman,  to  enter  into  any  bond  or  undertaking,  such  bond  or 
undertaking  may  be  executed  by  such  married  woman  with  the 
same  effect  in  all  respects  as  if  she  were  sole,  and  in  case  the  said 
bond  or  undertaking  shall  become  broken  or  forfeited,  the  same 
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may  be  enforced  against  her  separate  estate.  {Laws  of  1860,  dt 
90,  §  7,  flw  amended  hy  Laws  of  1662,  ch.  172,  4  Stat  at  Large. 
516.)  This  statute  has  essentially  changed  the  rights  of  the 
husband  and  wife  in  respect  to  torts  committed  upon  the  person  or 
character  of  the  wife,  and  has  made  her  the  sole  plaintiff  in  actions 
brought  for  them,  and  g^ven  her  the  exclusive  right  to  the  damages 
and  recovery  therefor,  and  has  taken  from  the  husband  all  right  to 
or  control  over  the  damages  in  actions  brought  for  such  injuries. 
Assaults  and  batteries  and  slanders  are  now  made  a  part  of  tLe 
separate  estate  of  the  wife,  and  in  respect  to  them  she  is  as  a  feme- 
sole,  and  in  actions  to  recover  damages  in  such  cases,  the  husband 
must  not  be  joined  with  the  wife  as  a  co-plaintiff.  {Mann  r. 
Marsh,  35  Barb.  JR.  68,  72.) 

§  470.  Under  the  statutes  relating  to  married  women  ^  they 
now  stand,  the  common  law  principle  that  a  wife  cannot  take  any 
gift  from  her  husband,  except  through  the  intervention  of  a 
trustee,  is  abrogated.  Therefore  a  married  woman  may  maintain 
an  action  for  the  loss  of  any  valuable  thing  given  to  her  by  her 
husband.  The  judge,  in  pronouncing  the  opinion  of  the  court 
establishing  this  doctrine,  said  ;  "  The  act  of  1848  merely  provided 
that  the  property  of  any  woman  who  should  thereafter  many 
should  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband  or  liable  for  his 
debts,  and  that  the  property  of  any  woman  thus  married  should  be 
likewise  exempted  from  the  disposal  of  the  husband,  except  so  far 
08  it  may  be  liable  for  his  debts  theretofore  contracted.  In  both 
cases  it  was  declared  that  her  property  should  be  sole  and  separate, 
like  that  of  a  single  woman,  with  the  exception  just  mentioned. 
The  act  of  1849  extended  this  privilege  by  providing  that  any 
married  woman  may  take  by  inheritance,  grant,  devise,  or  beqnest, 
from  any  person  other  than  her  husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  dispose  of  the  property ;  and  it  was  to  be  free 
from  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  and  from  the  liability  for  his 
debts.  The  act  of  1860  {Laws  of  1 860,  p,  157)  still  further  extends 
the  privileges  of  married  women ;  and  in  the  seventh  section  it 
allows  a  marr.  3d  woman  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  same  manner 
as  a  single  wouan  in  all  matters  relating  to  her  property  which 
she  then  possessed,  or  which  may  thereafter  come  to  her  by  descent, 
devise,  bequest,  or  the  gift,  of  any  person,  exe^  her  husband.  We 
see  that  these  several  acts  were  all  progressive,  each  successively 
increasing  the  privileges  of  married  women  with  regard  to  prop- 
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erty;  but  they  contain  nothing  which  warrants  the  supposition 
that  a  husband  could  make  a  gift  to  his  wife  that  he  could  not 
have  made  previous  to  18i8.  The  act  of  1862  {Laws  of  1862,  j?. 
373)y  which  is  chiefly  amendatory,  amends  the  seventh  section,  to 
which  I  have  referred,  of  the  act  of  1860,  by  omitting  the  words 
*  except  her  husband'  after' the  word  'person,'  so  that  she  may 
sue  and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  any  property 
obtained  from  her  husband,  as  well  as  from  any  other  person. 
When  we  consider  the  spirit  by  which  this  legislation  was  set  in 
motion,  and  the  progressive  character  of  these  several  enactments, 
I  think  that  we  may  safely  infer  that  the  legislature  intended,  by 
the  act  of  1862,  to  repeal  the  rule  of  the  common  law  that  a  gift 
from  a  husband  to  a  wife  could  not  invest  the  property  in  her. 
Tiii^rule,  indeed,  is  not  repealed  by  express  words,  but  the  seventh 
section  of  the  act  of  1860,  as  amended  by  that  of  1862,  is 
inconsistent  with  it,  and  tlie  common  law  rule  may  therefore  be 
considered  as  impliedly  repealed."  (Bawaan  v.  The  Pennsylvania 
JSailroad  Company,  %  Ahb,  Pr.  R,  [i\r.  S.'\  220,  222,  223.  Yide 
dUo  Scott  V.  SimeSy  10  Bosw.  J?.  814.) 

§  471.  Under  the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849,  an  inf ami  feme- 
covert  may  execute  a  deed  of  trust  of  her  real  estate,  and  on 
arriving  at  majority  may  execute  a  deed  of  relocation  of  the  trust, 
and  thereupon  convey  by  deed  absolutely  such  real  estate  without 
joining  her  husband  in  either.  Nor  need  her  conveyance  be 
acknowledged  in  the  manner  required  by  the  Eevised  Statutes 
respecting  acknowledgments  of  married  women.  It  would  seem, 
therefore,  that  under  these  statutes,  a  deed  of  trust  by  an  infant 
f erne-covert  is  imnecessary.  The  protection  aflbrded  by  the  law  to 
the  property  of  a  married  female  is  quite  as  effectual  as  it  caQ  be 
made  by  tlie  contract  of  parties.  The  act  for  the  protection  of  the 
property  of  married  women  has  worked  a  complete  radical  change 
in  the  marital  rights  of  husbands.  Their  old  common  law  right  to 
the  personal,  and  the  use  of  the  real  property  is  gone ;  and  they 
have  no  estate  or  interest,  or  right  whatever,  absolute  or  contin- 
gent, except  that  upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  after  issue  bom, 
without  exercising  the  jus  disponendi^  he  has,  possibly,  an  estate 
for  life  as  tenant  ly  the  curtesy.  {Mclloaine  v.  Kadd^  80  How. 
Pr.  R.  193.)  Indeed,  it  is  the  opinion  of  some  judges,  as  we 
have  seen,  that  the  acts  "  for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the ' 
rights  of  married  women,"  have  entirely  swept  away  the  common 
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law  right  of  the  husband  to  his  tenancy  bj  the  curtesy ;  but  the 
better  opinion  is  that  the  estate  of  a  tenant  by  the  eurtejry  has 
survived  these  acts ;  and  when  tlie  wife  omits  to  exercise  her  right 
of  disposal  6f  her  property,  real  and  personal,  by  deed  or  by  will^ 
those  acts  are  not  intended  to  interfere  with  the  laws  of  descent— 
in  respect  to  the  real  estate^  or  the  laws  giving  the  husband  the 
right  of  succession  to  the  personalty.  (  Vide  Jaycox  v.  CoUin^ 
26  How.  Pr.  JS.  496.    Hansom  v.  Mchole,  22  JV.  Y.  R.  110.) 

§  472.  In  equity,  there  is  no  diiFerence  between  the  separate 
estate  of  a  wife,  created  by  operation  of  the  statutes  of  1848  and 
1849,  relating  to  married  women,  and  a  similar  estate  created  by 
deed  or  any  other  instniment.  It  has  been  said  that  if  it  be 
considered  that  the  effect  of  these  statutes  is  to  vest  in  her  a  legal 
title,  whereas,  before,  when  her  interest  was  acquired  by  means 
of  a  settlement  or  deed,  she  had  only  an  equitable  estate,  still,  so 
long  as  her  contracts  are  affected  by  the  disability  of  coverture, 
the  debts  of  the  wife  can  only  be  enforced  against  her  separate 
estate,  however  acquired,  by  a  specific  charge  of  such  debts  upon 
the  separate  estate,  although  the  general  legal  disability  to  con- 
tract remains,  as  at  common  law,  a  married  woman  may,  as 
incidental  to  the  perfect  right  of  property  and  power  of  disposition 
which  she  takes  under  the  statute,  chaise  her  estate  for  the 
purposes  and  to  the  extent  which  the  rule  in  equity  has  heretofore 
sanctioned  in  reference  to  separate  estates.  But  this  chai^  against 
her  estate  can  only  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  equity,  upon  the 
principle  that  the  engagements  of  a  married  woinan  ought  to  be 
enforced  against  her  separate  property,  not  as  the  execution  of  a 
power,  but  as  the  exercise  of  a  right  of  property  to  which  is 
necessarily  incident  the  power  of  contracting  debts  to  be  paid  out 
of  it.  ( Vide  Tals  v.  Dederer,  18  Jf.  T.  R.  265,  279.  Owens  v. 
Diehinson^  1  Craig,  and  Phil.  P.  48.)  The  effect  of  this  reasoning, 
however,  has  been  considerably  limited  by  the  statute  passed 
since  the  case  of  Tale  v.  Dederer  was  decided,  which  provides 
that  a  married  woman  may  be  sued  in  any  of  the  courts  in  the 
State,  and  whenever  a  judgment  shall  be  recovered  against  a 
married  woman,  the  same  may  be  enforced  by  execution  against 
her  sole  and  separate  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
sole.    (Laws  of  1863,'  ch.  172,  §  7.    4  Stat,  at  Large,  617.) 

§  473.  When  the  wife  conveys  away  a  part  of  her  real  estate 
owned  in  her  own  right,  and  takes  back,  in  part  paynient  of  the 
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consideration  thereof,  bonds  and  mortgages  of  her  grantee,  which 
she  afterward  sells  and  assigns  by  deed  with  a  covenant  of 
gaaranty  by  hefself  and  husband,  that  the  money  payable  thereby 
is  collectible ;  in  an  action  on  such  covenant  of  guaranty  against 
the  husband  and  wife  for  breach  of  such  covenant,  in  order  to  sus- 
tain the  action  and  chaise  the  unpaid  balance  upon  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show,  either 
that  there  was  an  intention  to  charge  such  estate  in  the  contract 
of  sale  and  guaranty  by  the  wife,  or  that  the  consideration  obtained 
npon  the  sale  was  for  the  direct  benefit  of  her  separate  estate. 
(  White  V.  McNett,  33  If.  T.  R.  371.) 

An  action  by  a  judgment  creditor  to  reach  real  estate  conveyed 
to  the  wife  of  his  judgment  debtor,  a  part  of  the  consideration  for 
such  conveyance  being  paid  by  the  judgment  debtor,  who  is  alleged 
to  be  insolvent,  cannot  be  sustained,  when  the  presumption  of 
frauds  which  attaches  by  reason  of  the  payment  of  such  considera- 
tion, is  overcome  by  the  evidence,  and,  therefore,  in  such  a  case, 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
tracted by  a  partner  of  the  judgment  debtor,  of  which  the  latter 
was  ignorant  at  the  time  he  paid  the  consideration  money,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  made  no  claim  against  him  personally  till  after  the  con- 
veyance to  his  wife,  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  to  be  properly 
admissible  to  show  the  want  of  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  husband  and  wife.    {Ackerman  v.  Salmon^  31  Hov),  Pr.  JR,  259.) 

When  a  married  woman  having  a  separate  estate  and  transact- 
ing business  on  her  own  account,  by  her  husband  as  her  agent, 
employs  attorneys  to  commence  suits  upon  accounts  growing  out 
of  the  wife's  business,  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  is  liable  for 
such  services  rendered  by  the  attorneys  as  are  found  to  have  been 
for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  her  separate  estate.  If  the  suits  and 
proceedings  were  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  benefiting  the  wife's 
estate,  the  fact  that  they,  or  some  of  them,  were  unsuccessful,  is 
not  of  controlling  importance,  on  the  question  of  the  liability  ef 
her  separate  estate.  The  principle,  in  short,  which  now  govoiaain 
cases  of  this  kind  is,  that  a  wife's  separate  estate  is  liable  to  pay 
her  debts  during  coverture,  in  whatever  form  they  are  incurred, 
not  because  her  contracts  have  any  validity  at  law,  nor  by  way  of 
appointment,  or  charge,  but  because  equity  decrees  it  to  be  just 
that  they  should  be  paid  out  of  her  estate.  {Owen.  t«  ComUy^  42 
Barb.  H.  105.) 
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§474.  The  statutes  "for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the 
Tights  of  married  women,"  of  1848  and  1849,  were  not  intended 
to  confer  anj  greater  authority  upon  them,  to  entor  into  contracts 
generally,  than  previously  existed,  and  did  not  remove  their  l^al 
incapacity  to  contract  debts.  Neither  were  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1860  intended  to  remove  the  common  law  disabilitv  of 
married  women  to  bind  themselves  by  their  contracts  at  lai^.  To 
be  obligatory  upon  them  under  these  statutes,  the  contract  must 
relate  entirely  to  tlieir  separate  estate,  or  the  trade  and  business  in 
which  they  are  engaged.  The  act  of  1860  enables  a  married 
woman  to  cany  on  her  trade  and  business,  and  to  perform  any 
labor  or  service,  on  her  sole  and  separate  account ;  but  it  does  not 
extend  her  rights  beyond  the  conduct  of  her  business,  so  as  to  per- 
mit her  to  make  contracts  without  regard  to  her  trade  or  business, 
or  her  separate  property.  The  act  authorizes  a  fem&ooveri  to  cany 
on  any  trade  or  business  upon  her  own  account,  but  with  this 
exceptioB,  the  only  contracta  which  it  empowere  her  to  make  «« 
those  which  have  a  direct  reference  to  her  separate  jMX)pertT. 
{Manchester  v.  Sahler^  47  Barb,  H.  165.  Vide  also  Yale  v.  Dederer^ 
22  N.  T.  E.  450, 462.) 

Under  the  statutes  as  they  now  exist,  a  feme-covert  cannot  bind 
herself,  or  create  a  charge  upon  her  separate  estate,  by  a  promise  to 
pay  for  nursing  and  taking  care  of  her  sick  and  infirm  father,  when 
she  does  not  agree  or  indicate  an  intention  to  liind  her  separate 
property.  Nor  is  she  liable  in  such  a  case,  on  the  ground  that  under 
the  statute  (1  i?.  S.  614,  §  1)  she  is  bound  to  maintain  her  father, 
when  it  appears  that  she  did  not  assume  to  pay  for  that  reason  and 
upon  that  consideration,  and  did  not  agree  to  bind  her  separate 
estate.    {Manchester  v.  SahZer^  svpra,) 

In  common  law  actions  the  name  of  no  person  should  be  in  or 
upon  the  record  as  a  party  except  such  as  must  have  judgment 
pass  for  or  against  them.  Married  women  now  sUe  and  are  suable 
like  unmarried  women,  and  judgments  are  rendered  for  and  against 
them,  and  enforced  in  the  same  manner  as  for  or  against  other  per- 
sons, under  the  statutes  of  1860  and  1862.  To  reach  the  wife's 
separate  property  now,  she  must  be  sued  alone;  a  judgment 
against  both  husband^  and  wife  is  really  a  judgment  against  the 
husband  at  common  law,  and  the  execution  in  such  judgment 
goes  only  against  the  property  of  the  husband.  {Porter  v.  MowUj 
45  Barb.  JS.  422.) 
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§  475.  By  the  statute  .of  1860,  a  married  woman  has  the  right 
to  keep  a  boarding-house  on  her  own  account,  and  consequently  to 
employ  servants  to  assist  her  in  carrying  on  the  business.    It 
follows,  therefore,  that  for  any  injury  to  her  servant,  per  quoad 
seT^viiium  amieit^  a  right  of  action  accrues  to  her,  equally  as  if  she 
had  been  unmarried.     This  is  a  necessary  incident  to  the  ri^ht  to 
carry  on  business  on  her  own  account,  and  to  employ  servanu 
therein.    And  for  such  a  cause  of  action  a  suit  may  doubtless  be 
maintained  in  her  own  name,  without  joining  her  husband  with 
her.    Inasmuch  as  section  two  of  the  act  of  1860  authorizes  a 
married  woman  to  carry  on  any  trade  or  business  on  her  own 
account,  it  must  be  conceded  that  when  in  section  seven  of  the 
same  act  it  provides  that  she  may  sue  m  all  maMers  having  rdor 
tion  to  her  property^  it  intended  to  authorize  her  to  bring  all 
actions  necessary  to  protect  her  rights  in  carrying  on  such  trade  or* 
business.    The  proceeds  of  her  trade  or  business  are  specifically 
declared  to  be  her  separate  property,  and  any  wrongful  inter- 
ference with  her  business,  either  by  enticing  away  her  servants,  or 
otherwise  depriving  her  of  their  services,  whereby  the  proceeds  of 
her  business  are  lessened,  is  a  matter  having  relation  to  her  prop- 
erty.    Such  must  have  been  the  intent  of  the  law-makers  in  using 
that  language ;  especially  when  considered  in  connection  with  the 
latter  part  of  the  section,  which  gives  to  a  married  woman  the 
right  to  bring  actions  for  injuries  to  their  persons  or  characters. 
A  construction  of  the  language  ^'  all  matters  having  relation  to 
her  property,"  which  would  exclude  such  a  matter  as  this,  it  is 
thought,  does  not  comport  at  all  with  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the 
act.    Upon  this  reasoning,  it  was  held  that  when  a  husband  has 
abandoned  his  wife  and  family,  and  resides  in  another  state,  the 
wife,  owning  a  house,  and  being  engaged  in  the  business  of  keep- 
ing boarders,  on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  may  sue  alone  for 
the  seduction  of  her  daughter,  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  who 
resides  with  her,  and  performs  services  for  her  about  the  house. 
The  law  gives  the  wife,  thus  situated,  an  action  against  any  one 
who  seduces  and  debauches  her  servant,  if  there  is  a  loss  of  service 
shown.     Such  acts  directly  affect  her  legitimate  business,  which 
the  law  allows  her  to  carry  on,  and  have  a  direct  relation  to  the 
earnings  and  fruits  of  her  business,  and  therefore,  indirectly  if 
not  directly,  have  relation  to  her  separate  property.    {Badgley  v. 
Decker,  44  Barh.  R,  577.) 
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But  a  married  woman  cannot  sue  her  husband  in  an  action  for 
assanlt  and  battery,  or  for  damages  arising  from  slander  or  libeL 
The  right  to  sue  her  husband  for  such  a  cause  may  perhaps  be 
covered  under  the  literal  language  of  the  act  of  I860,  which  declares 
that  a  married  woman  may  bring  actions  to  recover  damages  for 
injuries  to  their  person  or  character,  against  any  person  or  body 
corporate ;  but  it  is  thought  that  such  was  not  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  legislature,  and  that  such  should  not  be  the  construc- 
tion given  to  the  act,  for  the  reason : 

1.  It  is  contrary,  not  only  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  but  to 
the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  married  woman's  acts  the  object  of 
which  was  to  add  to  her  property  rights  as  a  fem&soUy  and  to 
distinguish  her  property  from  her  husband's,  and  not  to  confer 
rights  of  action  upon  her,  against  him. 

2.  It  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  destructive  of 
that  conjugal  union  and  tranquillity,  which  it  has  always  been  tbe 
object  of  the  law  to  guard  and  protect. 

3.  The  effect  of  giving  so  broad  a  construction  to  the  act  of  1860 
might  be  to  involve  the  husband  and  wife  in  perpetual  controversy 
and  litigation-^to  sow  the  seeds  of  perpetual  domestic  discord  and 
broil— to  produce  the  most  discordant  and  conflicting  interest  of 
property  between  them,  and  to  offer  a  bounty  or  temptation  to 
the  wife  to  seek  encroachment  upon  her  husband's  property,  which 
would  not.  only  be  at  war  with  domestic  peace,  but  deprive  her 
probably  of  those  testamentary  dispositions  by  the  husband,  in  her 
favor,  which  he  would  otherwise  be  likely  to  make. 

4.  Under  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  which  are  quite  compre- 
hensive, the  courts  held  that  they  did  not  remove  the  wife's  common 
law  disability  to  contract,  otherwise  than  as  respected  her  separate 
property.  They  therefore  held  her  promissory  notes,  and  executory 
contracts  invalid,  evincing  a  disposition  not  to  enlarge  the  acts  in 
question  beyond  their  most  plain  and  obvious  scope,  nor  to  remove 
the  disabilities  of  the  common  law,  to  any  greater  extent  than  was 
required  by  the  plain  words  of  the  statute. 

5.  The  acts  of  1860  and  1862  confer  upon  the  wife  the  power  to 
sue  and  be  sued  in  rather  broad  'terms,  but  not  in  a  manner  to  lead 
to  the  impilication  that  the  husband  was  intended  to  be  permitted 
to  be  sued  by  the  wife  for  injuries  to  her  person  and  character,  as 
in  an  action  of  assault  and  battery,  or  slander.  On  the  contrarr, 
the  provision  of  the  act  which  declares  that  in  actions  brought  or 
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defended  by  the  wife,  neither  the  husband  or  his  property  shall  be 
liable  for  the  costs  thereof,  gives  strong  color  to  the  presumption 
that  neithei:  her  bai^ains  or  contracts,  or  actions,  which  the  law 
intended  to  authorize,  were  bargains,  contracts  or  actions  with  her 
busband.    (Zangendyke  v.  Longendyke^  44  Barb,  J2.  366.) 

§  476.  Whenever  a  husband  has  received  or  borrowed  the  prop- 
erty of  his  wife  under  circumstances  which  in  a  court  of  equity 
'would  be  regarded  as  creating  a  debt  to  her,  from  him,  and  as 
entitling  her  to  be  considered  and  treated  as  his  creditor  therefor, 
liQ  wiU  be  allowed  to  pay  such  debt  from  his  property,  in  the  same 
manner  and  upon  the  same  principles  on  which  he  would  be 
allowed  to  pay  any  other  debt,  to  any  other  creditor ;  and  a  pay- 
ment to  her  or  a  transfer  of  property  to  her  .in  consideration  of 
Boch  debt,  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  gift  or  a  voluntary  conveyance 
of  property  in  fraud  of  his  creditors.  Upon  this  principle  it  was 
determined,  that  when  the  husband  received  from  his  wife's  father 
a  conveyance  of  a  piece  of  land  upon  the  express  understanding 
tbat  he  might  sell  the  land,  and  use  the  proceeds  in  his  business, 
and  that  at  some  future  time  he  should  pay  or  secure  to  his  wife, 
in  her  own  right,  the  amount  of  such  avails  or  proceeds,  and  the 
husband  did  accordingly  sell  the  land  and  use  the  proceeds,  and 
subsequently  accounted  and  settled  with  his  wife's  agent  in  respect 
to  such  proceeds,  and  gave  his  promissory  notes  therefor,  payable 
to  such  agent,  and  paid  a  part  of  the  same,  and  preferred  the 
balance  in  an  assignment  afterward  made  by  him  for  the  benefit 
of  his  creditors ;  such  settlement  and  assignment  having  been  found 
to  have  been  made  in  good  faith,  and  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
to  the  wife  the  avails  of  the  land,  according  to  the  verbal  agree- 
ment with  her  father,  and  without  any  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or 
defraud  creditors,  the  husband  had  a  right  in  equity  to  make  such 
settlement  and  assignment,  and  the  same  were  valid  as  against  his 
<5reditor8.    (McCartney  v.  Welchy  44  Barh,  B.  271.) 

So  also  where  a  husband,  who  was  married  prior  to  the  married 
woman's  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  was  indebted  to  his  wife  in  a 
certain  sum  for  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  her  separate  real 
estate,  which  sum  she  had  previous  to  those  acts  lent  to  him,  he 
agreeing  to  keep  it  for  her  and  treat  it.  as  her  separate  property, 
and  repay  it  to  her  with  interest,  it  was  held  by  the  supreme  court, 
one  of  the  three  judges  dissenting,  that  equity  would  hold  the 
husband  to  be  his  wife's  trustee  for  the  amount,  and  allow  him  to 


664  LAW  OF  COVBBTUBB. 

pay  her  the  same,  npon  his  becoming  insolvent,  in  the  same  man- 
ner that  he  might  pay  any  other  creditor.  Bnt  that  to  anthorize 
him  to  prefer  his  wife  as  a  ci'editor,  it  was  necessary  that  the  mcxiey 
in  his  hands  should  be  held  and  regarded,  as  between  them,  at  and 
from  the  time  of  its  receipt  by  him,  as  a  loan  from  her ;  and  that 
they  should  have  constantly  and  intentionally  treated  the  snm  in 
his  hands  as  her  Separate  property.  And  the  doctrine  was  asserted 
that  courts  of  equity  regard  husband  and  wife  as  distinct  persons, 
and  allow  them  to  contract  with  each  other  as  though  they  were 
unmarried  persons.  {Woodwa^th  v.  Sweety  44  Barb.  H.  468, 
470,  971.) 

§  477.  Under  sections  374  and  287  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  as 
amended  in  1862,  relative  to  actions  against  married  women,  it  is 
only  the  cause  of  action  against  or  liability  of  a  married  womao 
defendant,  that  is  to  be  tried  in  the  action  against  her.  The  deter- 
mination of  the  mode  of  satisfying  the  amount  recovered  is  post- 
poned until  the  execution.  The  judgment  thereby  does  not  cease 
to  be  in  rem^  but  becomes  nominally  in  personam^  only  to  be 
enforced  against  a  particular  kind  of  property.  The  amendments 
of  the  code  referred  to,  do  not  do  away  with  the  nece^tyof 
alleging  in  the  complaint  and  showing  the  liability  of  a  married 
woman,  for  an  act  relating  to  her  s^arate  estate  or  trade,  carried 
on  by  her  imder  the  act  of  1860,  or  generally  whatever  was  neces- 
sary to  show  her  liability. 

The  amendments  of  1862  leave  undetermined  several  important 
questions:  whether  a  married  woman  against  whom  a  judgment 
has  been  obtained  may  be  subjected  to  supplementary  proceedings 
as  regards  her  separate  property ;  whether,  on  a  judgment  against 
*a  naarried  woman  for  a  tort,  her  separate  estate  may  be  levied  on ; 
whether  she  can  give  a  confession  of  judgment,  and  whether  a  new 
action  can  be  commenced  on  a  judgment  against  her  for  any  cause, 
so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  make  her  separate  property  liable 
on  execution ;  in  other  words,  whether  a  married  woman  is  to  be 
cotisiderod  in  all  respects  as  a  fetne-^te  in  regard  to  her  liability 
and  the  judgment  in  an  action  against  her,  except  as  to  the  mode 
of  enforoing  such  judgment. 

In  all  cases  of  a  judgment  against  a  married  woman,  it  shonld 
be  expressly  stated  therein  that  the  amount  is  "  to  be  levied  or  col- 
lected out  of  her  separate  estate  and  not  otherwise,"  and  the 
execution  should  follow  the  judgment  in  its  terms.    A  mere  abeo- 
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lute  jadgment  in  personam  against  a  married  woman,  recovered 
prior  to  1862,  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  creditor  to  sue  thereon, 
and  recover  a  judgment  against  her  separate  property.  The 
creditor  in  such  action  on  the  judgment  must  also  establish,  at 
leaat,  that  the  original  cause  of  action  was  such  as  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  a  judgment  against  her  separate  estate.  Otherwise 
the  effect  of  the  amendments  of  1862  would  be,  to  allow  the 
plaintiff  to  reach  property  on  the  faith  of  which  the  original 
liability  never  was  incurred,  which  could  not  then  have  been  applied 
to  its  satisfaction,  but  which  the  legislature  now  by  a  species  of 
confiscation  is  presumed  to  apply  for  that  purpose,  thus  stripping 
every  mahried  woman  in  the  state  of  her  vested  rights  under  any 
deed  of  trust  in  her  favor — ^an  intention  not  to  be  presumed,  even 
if  the  act  itself  were  constitutional,  {Baldnom  v.  Kirmndy  1 
Jiobimon's  R.  109.) 

The  statute  which  has  been  before  refbrred  to,  and  which  was  in 
force  when  BcUdwin  v.  Ki/mmd  was  decided,  declares  that  ^^  when 
a  judgment  shall  be  recovered  against  a  married  woman  the  same 
may  be  enforced  by  execution  against  her  sole  and  separate  estate 
in  the  same  maainer  as  if  she  v}ere  soleJ^  {Laws  of  1862,  ch.  172, 
§  7.)  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  any  judgment  against  a  fem^ 
covert  may  now  be  enforced  by  the  ordinary  execution  against  her 
separate  property,  irf  espective  of  the  cause  for  which  it  was  entered. 
{Vide  SexUm  v.  Fleet,  2  Hittan's  E.  483.  Walker  v.  Swazy,  Z 
Abb.  Pr.  R.  136.) 

§  478.  Previous  to  the  statute  of  1860,  a  married  woman  could 
not  purchase  personal  property  in  her  own  name,  upon  her  own 
personal  credit,  and  hold  it  for  her  own  uses,  unless  she  had  a 
separate  estate,  and  agreed  or  intended  to  charge  it  with  the  pur- 
chase price.  Her  services,  talents  and  capacity  for  business  and 
credit  all  belonged  to  her  husband.  A  purchase  made  by  a  married 
woman  under  such  circumstances,  was  regarded  as  a  purchase  by 
the  husband,  and  he  was  liable  to  the  vendor  for  the  purchase 
price,  provided  the  property  came  into  his  possession,  or  was  used 
by  his  wife  with  his  knowledge  or  consent.  {Glann  v.  Younglovey 
27  Barb.  R.  4S0.) 

So  also  previous  to  the  statute  of  1860,  a  married  woman  got  no 
title  to  her  own  earnings  in  her  own  right,  for  services  performed 
by  her  under  an  agreement  that  she  should  be  paid  therefor  what 
her  services  were  reasonably  worth,  and  the  agreement  was  made 
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with  the  knowledge  of  the  hnsband,  and  without  any  objection 
on  his  part.  In  law  the  services  of  the  wife  belonged  absolntelj 
to  her  husband,  and  the  promise  to  pay  her  was  in  law  a  promise 
to  pay  the  husband  and  no  one  else.  The  common  law  controls 
the  relation  and  rights  of  husband  and  wife,  except  where  thoee 
rights  have  been  modified  or  changed  by  statute,  and  ther^  was  no 
statute  in  the  State  of  Xew  York  giving  a  married  woman  the 
right  to  perform  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account, 
until  March  20,  1860,  before  which  her  services  and  earnings 
belonged  to  her  husband.  (  Woodbeck  v.  Havens^  42  3arb.  JB.  66.) 
But  since  the  act  of  1860,  married  women  may  carry  on  bii&ineds 
on  their  own  account,  and  purchase  goods  for  and  use  them  in 
their  business,  and  they  may  bind  themselves  to  pay  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered  to  them,  and  in  default  of  payment  according 
to  agreement,  they  may  be  sued  for  the  purchase  price,  and  a 
recovery  may  be  had  against  them,  and  such  judgment  may  be 
collected.  Whether  the  business  of  the  /eme-^k)vert  is  profitable  or 
not,  or  will  benefit  or  waste  her  property,  is  immaterial.  She  has 
attained  the  dignity  and  possesses  the  capacity  of  every  trader  of 
an  age  to  make  a  valid  contract,  and  must,  pay  for  her  purchases, 
or  submit  to  a  judgment  if  sued. 

So,  too,  if  she  leases  a  store  or  other  place  for  a  business  con- 
ducted by  her  on  her  separate  account,  and  uste  it  for  that  purpose, 
she  must  pay  the  stipulated  rent,  whether  the  business  be  wise  or 
foolish,  or  likely  to  be  profitable  or  ruinous.  When  she  buys  on  a 
representation  that  the  goods  are  to  be  used  in  her  separate  business, 
or  hires  a  store,  representing  that  it  is  to  be  so  used,  a  vendor  or 
lessor,  in  a  suit  to  recover  the  price  of  his  goods  or  the  rent  doe, 
must,  however,  allege  that  the  one  and  the  other  were  in  fact 
actually  used  in  her  separate  business ;  and  if  it  should  appear  that 
she  did  not  in  fact  use  the  goods  purchased  or  the  premises  hired 
in  carrying  on  her  separate  business,  possibly  that  could  be  set  np 
as  a  defense  to  the  action.  Probably  it  was  not  the  design  of  the 
statute  of  1860  to  relieve  entirely  married  women  from  the  disa- 
bility of  marriage  in  making  contracts,  and  to  make  all  their 
contracts  good ;  otherwise  it  would  not  have  been  so  minute  and 
exact  in  its  provisions.  Parties  dealing  with  them  were  doubtless 
intended  still  to  be  required  to  use  some  caution  in  ascertaining 
that  a  contract  entered  into  by  them  was  necessary  and  proper  for 
the  carrying  on  of  their  trade  or  benefiting  their  estate.    But 
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where  the  property  is  bought,  or  premises  hired,  for  the  purpose 
of  being  used  in  her  separate  business,  and  are  actually  so  used, 
the  wife  must  pay  for  the  goods  and  for  the  use  of  the  premises 
hired.    {Carter  v.  IsaacBy  1  MoberUwi^a  JS.  176.) 

So,  also,  where  a  married  woman  hires  premises  in  her  own 
name,  ai^d  pays  the  rent  therefor,  she  has  such  an  interest  in  the 
premises  hired,  under  the  present  statutes  of  the  state,  as  will 
enable  her  to  maintain  an  action  in  her  own  name  for  trespasses 
committed  upon  the  property.  By  virtue  of  such  hiring  and  pay 
ment  of  rent,  she  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises 
liired,  and  her  possession  cannot  be  lawfully  disturbed  until  the 
expiration  of  her  term.  {I^bx  v.  J)yffy  1  Dahf%  R.  196.  Vide  aUo 
Darhy  v.  CaUagJuin,  16  N.  T.  R.  71.) 

§  479.  We  have  seen  that  a  wife  cannot  sue  her  husband  for  an 
assault  and  battery  {p,nte^  §  475) ;  and  the  court  of  common  pleas 
of  the  city  of  New  York  has  also  decided  that  a  married  woman 
living  apart  from  her  husband  cannot  maintain  an  action  of  eject- 
ment against  her  husband  to  remove  him  from  premises  belonging 
to  her  as  her  separate  property  and  in  his  possession.  Tlie  judge 
who  delivered  the  prevailing  opinion  of  the  court  said:  ''The 
literal  construction  of  the  act  of  1862  would  authorize  any  pro- 
ceeding by  a  wife  against  her  husband  that  she  could  initiate 
against  any  other  person,  an4  it,  may  be  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  to  grant  her  the  right  suggiested.  She  is  author- 
ized by  section  two  of  the  act  of  1860  to  carry  on  any  trade  or 
business,  and  perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate 
account,  and  her  earnings  are  secured  to  her  as  her  sole  and 
separate  property.  It  may  be  that  the  legislature  intended,  by  the 
act  referred  to,  to  authorize  a  married  woman  to  abandon  her  hus*- 
band,  neglect  her  children,  and,  in  disobedience  to  her  husband, 
engage  in  any  pursuit  in  which  she  chose  to  invest  her  separate 
estate  or  risk  her  credit.  A  literal  reading  of  the  statute  wonld 
lead  to  no  other  conclusion,  and  if  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  it  has  inaugurated  an  element  which  strikes  at  the  very 
foundation  of  conjugal  happiness,  and  which  must  ultimately  pro- 
duce great  mischief.  I  do  not  believe  the  legislature  designed  to 
establish  any  such  authority.  *  *  There  is  nothing  in  any  of 
the  acts  mentioned  which  shows  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  so  to  invade  the  existing  legal  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  as  to  authorize  the  latter  to  commence  an  action  of  this 
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character  against  her  hnBband,  an  action  in  form  and  by  proof  on 
the  trial  presenting  no  other  feature  tlian  a  title  to  the  premises^ 
*  *  *  When  a  "wife  having  a  separate  estate,  of  which  she  is 
unjustly  deprived  by  her  husband,  wholly  or  partially,  shall  establish 
by  proper  proofs  her  right  to  its  absolute  possession,  then  she  most 
be  protected  by  the  law,  and  her  property  restored.  When  she 
becomes  an  actor,  it  must  be  upon  proper  allegations  and  proof, 
and  not  upon  the  mere  abstract  doctrine  of  title.  *  *  *  She 
is  not  entitled,  therefore,  to  the  relief  demanded  upon  the  whole 
law  of  the  land."  {Oatdd  v.  Gould,  29  Sow.  Pr.  B.  441,  45S, 
459,  460.) 

This  case  was  regarded  as  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  bj 
the  wife  against  her  husband,  from  whom  she  had  voluntai% 
separated ;  and  it  will  be  observed  that  tlie  court  decided  simply 
that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  in  the  for^n  in  which  it 
was  brought.  It  was  expressly  or  impliedly  admitted  that  fad» 
might  exist  which  would  entitle  the  wife  to  recover  the  possessioa 
of  her  property  from  her  husband ;  but  the  impression  seemed  to 
be  that  she  must  bring  her  action  in  equity.  Undoubtedly  an  action 
would  be  entertained  in  equity,  brought  by  the  wife  directly  agaisEt 
her  husband,  to  restrain  him  from  interfering  with  her  separate 
estate,  and  to  obtain  the  control  of  it ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  conoeiye 
of  any  good  reason  why  a  wite  should  be  turned  out  of  court,  and 
denied  relief  against  her  "husband,  merely  because  the  form  of  her 
proceedings  was  legal  instead  of  equitable.  Since,  by  the  present 
practice  in  New  York,  the  functions  of  the  courts  of  common  law  and 
the  court  of  chancery  are  united  in  the  same  court,  and  the  distinc- 
tions between  an  action  at  law  and  a  suit  in  equity  no  longer  exist, 
certainly  the  reasoning  of  the  judge  who  pronounced  the  prevail- 
ing opinion  in  the  case  of  Oovld  v.  Oould,  would  be  as  pertinent 
in  the  one  form  of  proceeding  as  the  other.  If  there  was  any  defet* 
in  the  pleadings  for  want  of  proper  averments,  of  course  it  was  in 
the  power  of  the  court  to  order  an  amendment.  Besides,  *'  married 
women  are  not  hereafter  to  be  indebted  to  equity  only  for  protec- 
tion in  the  enjoyment  of  their  separate  estates.  *  ♦  *  Thev 
hold  them  by  a  legal  title,  and  have  a  legal  right  to  dispose  of 
them.  *  *  *  There  is  no  longer  any  foundation  for  the-argn- 
ment  that,  as  equity  creates  and  protects  these  estates,  equity  has  a 
right  to  control  them.  Rules  which  have  grown  up  under  this 
idea,  which  are  regarded  to  some  extent  illusory,  will  be  hereafter 
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inappropriate."     {YdU  v.  Dederer^  22  iT.  F.  R.  450,  460.)    And 
Judge  Daly,  in  his  dissenting  opinion  in  OouLd  v.  Govld^  adds : 
**  She  has  no  longer  occasion  for  that  protection  which  a  court  of 
equity  afforded,  as  the  husband  is  now  deprived  of  that  right  to  or 
tbat  control  over  her  property  which  he  previously  possessed ;  and 
as,  where  rights  which  did  not  before  exist  are  conferred,  the  reme- 
dies which  are  adequate  to  maintain  and  secure  them  are  regarded 
as  conferred  also,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  a  married  woman  should 
not  have  that  remedy  in  a  matter  relating  to  her  separate  property, 
even  as  against  her  husband,  which  is  best  adapted  and  the  most 
adcxjuate  to  enable  her  to  enforce  her  rights.    To  that  remedy  she 
is  entitled,  and  It  is  altogether  immaterial  whether  it  be  a  legal  or 
an  equitable  one.    Her  rights  are  no  longer  dependent  upon  the 
favor  and  protection  of  a  court  of  equity,  but  are  founded  upon 
poeitive  legislation,  which  has  greatly  enlarged  them,  and  if  a  l^al 
remedy  is  the  best  adapted  to  enforce  a  right  conferred  upon  her 
by  statute,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  she  should  not  have  it  even 
against  her  husband."    {OouLd  v.  Oould^  29  Hov).  Pr,  H.  441, 
468,  469.)    "The- question  in  an  action  is  not  whether  the  plaint- 
iff has  a  legal  or  an  equitable  right,  or  the  defendant  a  legal  or  an 
equitable  defense  against  the  plaintiff's  claim ;  but  whether,  accord* 
ing  to  the  whole  law  of  the  land  applicable  to  the  case,  the  plaintiff 
makes  out  the  right  which  he  seeks  to  establish,  or  the  defendant 
shows  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  the  relief  sought  for." 
(Orary  v.  Goodman,  12  iT.  Y.  JS.  266,  268.) 

§480.  Under  the  married  woman's  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  a 
feme-coveH  may  recover  from  her  husband  and  his  partner,  her 
personal  property  loaned  by  her  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the 
firm.  The  judge  who  decided  the  case  said :  "  Nor  am  I  prepared 
to  hold  that  a  loan  of  money  made  by  a  wife  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  a  firm  of  which  her  husband  is  one  of  the  partners, 
cannot  be  recovered  because  they  can  make  no  contract.  .  On  the 
contrary,  I  think  such  a  contract  can  be  made,  and  if  made,  can 
be  enforced  at  any  rate  in  an  equitable  proceeding,  if  not  at  law." 
{Devin  v.  Devin,  17  Sow.  Pr.  H.  514,  515.) 

A  feme-covert  is  not  liable  upon  her  contract  to  pay  for  a  supper 
furnished  on  the  occasion  of  her  daughter's  marriage,  as  that  will 
not  be  deemed  a  consideration  going  to  the  direct  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate.  Unless  the  considere,tion  for  her  promise  went 
directly  to  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  she  must  have  done 
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enough  to  cliarge  it  at  the  time  of  the  contracting  the  debt,  or 
there  is  no  action  against  lier,  and  her  estate  cannot  be  legally 
charged  with  the  debt.    (  White  v.  SUny^  43  Barb.  H.  124, 129.) 

A  judgment  recovered  against  husband  and  wife  daring  coTert- 
lire,  and  for  a  cause  of  action  accruing  after  marriage,  will  not 
bind  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  {Tigdaie  v.  Jonea,  38  JBofi. 
B.  623.) 

A  married  woman,  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  married  woman'i 
acts  of  1848  and  1849,  must  show  that  she  was  a  resident  of  the 
state  at  a  time  and  under  such  circumstances  to  entitle  her  to  such 
benefit.  So  held  in  a  case  where  the  wife,  who  was  married  in 
Russia  in  1847,  and  came  to  this  state  nine  years  after,  and, 
in  January,  1862,  took  a  bill  of  sale  of  personal  property  from  her 
husband  in  consideration  of  money  loaned  by  her  to  him  while  ia 
Bussia,  which  property  was  taken  upon  an  execution  against  her 
husband,  and  the  action  was  brought  by  her  to  recover  its  value; 
and  the  court  decided  that  the  pretended  transfer  from  the  husband 
to  the  wife,  under  the  circumstances,  was  null  and  void.  {Sofcage 
V.  O^NeiU,  42  Barb.  B.  374.) 

§  481.  Any  person  who  may  hold  as  trustee  for  any  married 
woman,  any  real  or  personal  estate,  or  other  property,  under  any 
deed  of  conveyance  or  otherwise,  on  the  written  request  of  snch 
married  woman,  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  a  justice  of  the 
supreme  court  that  he  has  examined  the  condition  and  situation 
of  the  property,  and  made  due  inquiry  into  the  capacity  of  snch 
married  woman  to  manage  and  control  the  same,  may  convey  to 
such  married  woman,  by  deed  or  otherwise,  all  or  any  portion 
of  such  property,  or  the  rents,  issues  or  profits  thereof,  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use  and  benefit.  {Laws  of  1849,  eh.  375,  §  2.  4 
Stat,  ai  Large^  514.)  This  enactment  is  in  pi\rBuance  of  the  policy 
inaugurated  in  1848,  for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  prop- 
erty of  married  women,  and  for  extending  their  rights  and  powers 
with  respect  to  it.  But  as  the  law  now  stands,  the  provisions  of 
this  statute  will  be  very  seldom  brought  into  requisition,  for  the 
legislature  of  the  state  has  almost  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of 
marriage  settlements,  as  it  has  left  little  to  the  husband  but  a  con- 
tingent and  possible  interest  in  one-third  of  his  witVs  real  estate. 
It  has  taken  away  the  necessity  of  compelling  settlements  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  wife,  founded  upon  what  was  termed  her 
equity,  as  she  has  now  during  her  marriage  the  sole  right  to  the 
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1166  of  her  property,  whether  real  or  personal,  and  the  effect  of 
these  changes  most  be  to  dispense  hereafter  with  a  large  portion 
of  that  equitable  jurisdiction  in  respect  to  a  married  woman's 
property,  or  in  enforcing  what  was  equitable  when  property  had 
been  derived  through  her,  which  was  exercised  for  her  protection 
and  benefit  by  courts  of  equity.  Married  women  are  now  declared 
to  have  a  separate  legal  existence,  and  are  supposed  to  be  abun* 
dantly  qualified  to  take  care  of  their  own  interests  and  rights, 
independent  of  their  husbands ;  and  therefore  the  interposition  of 
trustees  between  them  and  their  husbands  is  in  theory  unnecessary, 
and  trustees  of  their  separate  property  will  seldom  be  appointed. 

§  482.  It  has  been  made  lawful  by  statute  for  any  married. 
woman,  by  herself  and  in  her  name,  or  in  the  name  of  any  third 
person  with  his  assent  as  her  trustee,  to  cause  to  be  insured  for  her 
Bole  use  the  life  of  her  husband  for  any  definite  period  or  for  the 
term  of  his  natural  life ;  and,  in  case  of  her  surviving  such  period 
or  term,  the  sum,  or  net  amount  of  the  insurance,  becoming  due 
and  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  insurance,  must  be  payable  to  her 
and  for  her  use,  free  from  the  claims  of  the  representatives  of  the 
husband  or  of  any  of  his  creditors ;  but  such  exemption  will  not 
apply  when  the  amount  of  premium  annually  paid  out  of  the  funds 
or  property  of  the  husband  shall  exceed  three  hundred  dollars. 
The  amount  of  the  insurance  may  be  made  payable  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  wife  before  the  period  at  which  it  becomes  due,  to 
her  husband  or  to  his,  her  or  their  children,  for  their  use,  as  shall 
be  provided  in  the  policy  of  insurance  and  to  their  guardian,  if 
under  age.  {Laws  of  1858,  eh.  187,  as  amended  hy  La/ws  qf 
1886,  oh.  656.) 

The  first  act  in  respect  to  insurances  for  lives  for  the  benefit  of 
married  women,  was  passed  by  the  legislature  in  1840  {Laws  of 
1840,  ch.  80),  which  was  in  principle  the  same  as  the  present  law. 
Tinder  the  act  of  1840,  a  married  woman  procured  a  policy  of 
insurance  upon  the  life  of  her  husband,  in  her  own  name  and  for 
her  sole  use,  making  the  insurance  money  payable  to  her  children 
in  case  she  should  die  before,  her  husband ;  subsequently  both 
husband  and  wife  and  their  only  child  perished  at  sea,  by  the 
same  disaster,  and  probably  at  the  same  moment ;  the  late  court 
of  chancery  held  that  the  act  did  not  extend  to  the  case,  and  that 
the  contract  of  insurance,  in  those  circumstances,  stood  upon  the 
same  footing  as  any  other  contract  made  by  a  feme-^sovertj  in  her 
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own  name,  in  the  life-time  of  her  husband,  and  withont  the  inter- 
vention  of  a  trustee.  The  decision  of  the  chancellor  was  based  upon 
the  fact  that  there  was  no  legal  presumption  from  the  evidence 
that  the  daughter  survived  the  mother,  and  further,  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  husband  and  wife  both  perished  together  at  sea,  and  there 
was  noxovidence  to  authorize  a  different  conclusion,  it  was  pre- 
sumed that  the  husband  survived  the  wife.  {Moehring  v.  Mitchdl, 
1  JBarb.  Ch.  R.  264.) 

The  surrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  Mew  York  decided  that 
the  policy  of  the  law  of  the  state  in  relation  to  life  insurance,  is 
in  favor  of  allowing  the  wife,  either  in  her  own  name  or  through 
the  medium  of  a  trustee,  to  insure  her  husband's  life  fiioe  from  the 
claims  of  his  representatives  or  his  creditors*  Therefore,  in  a  case 
where  an  intestate  before  his  decease  had  effected  an  insurance  on 
his  life  for  $4,000,  subsequently  surrendered  the  policy  and  took 
out  two  new  policies  for  $2,000  each,  one  of  which  he  assigned  in 
consideration  of  $300,  the  assignee  agreeing  to  pay  the  future 
premiums,  and  on  the  assignor's  decease  to  pay  his  widow  $1,500, 
and  the  other  of  which  he  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  the 
assignee  obligating  himself  to  pay  the  premiums,  the  pob'cies  being 
of  little  if  any  pecuniary  value  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  so 
far  as  related  to  the  premiums  that  had  been  paid,  and  tlie  com- 
pany with  whom  the  insurance  was  effected  were  empowered  by 
their  charter  to  insure  the  life  of  a  husband  for  the  benefit  of  his 
wife,  it  was  held  that,  the  title  being  transferred,  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives of  the  husband  and  assignor  could  not  recover  on  the 
polides.    {McCard  v.  Noyes^  3  Brad.  Ji.  139.) 

§  483.  Such  are  the  statutory  peculiarities  of  the  State  of  Jfew 
York  respecting  husband  and  wife,  and  the  position,  powers  and 
rights  of  married  women,  together  with  the  construction  which 
has  been  given  to  the  various  enactments  upon  the  subject,  by 
the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  state.  The  statement,  which  is  fall 
and  complete,  bringing  down  the  statutes  and  authorities  to  the 
present  time,  necessarily  occupies  considerable  space,  but  it  is 
thought  that  the  exposition  may  be  of  service  to  the  legal  profes- 
sion, not  only  in  the  State  of  New  York,  but  in  other  states,  where 
a  similar  policy  has  been  adopted.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  reform 
was  inaugurated  in  the  New  York  legislature,  in  1848,  but  long 
before  this  there  was  a  strong  sentiment  that  the  wife  was  the 
victim  of  legal  oppression,  from  which  she  ought  to  be  relieved, 


MARJTAh  maSTS  IN  MAZNE.  67S 

and  that  the  subject  came  promix^ently  before  the  eonstitatioxial 
convention  of  1846,  but  failed  to  become  incorporated  into  the 
new  constitution  by  a  close  vote. 

Previous  to  the  enabling  act  of  1848,  the  common  law  rule 
with  respect  to  married  women  prevailed  in  the  state,  by  which 
the  personal  property  of  a  woman. passed  absolutely  to  her  hus- 
band upon  her  marriage,  nor  could  she  by  her  own  labor  or 
service  acquire  any  thing  <during  its  continuance,  unless  an  express 
agreement  was  entered  into  before  marriage,  or  after,  by  the  inter- 
position of  trustees,  authorizing  her  to  carry  on  trade  or  business 
on  her  own  account.  Her  husband  was  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  her  real  estate,  and  after  her  death,  if  there  were  issue 
by  the  marriage,  he  had  in  it  a  life  estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 
All  this  has  been  essentially  changed  by  the  legislation  which  has 
occurred.  The  statutes  have  now  taken  away  from  the  husband 
any  right  to  the  personal  property  which  the  wife  has  at  the  time 
of  her  marriage,  or  to  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  her  real 
estate  during  marriage;  and  she  is  allowed  during  coverture  to 
take  real  or  personal  property,  and  hold  it  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use;  to  acquire  property  by  trade,  business,  labor  or  service, 
carried  on  or  performed  on  lier  own  account,  and  dispose  of  the 
same,  and  to  make  bargains  and  contracts  in  relation  to  such 
property,  in  almost  any  mode  known  to  the  law  or  to  the  practice 
of  the  commercial  community ;  and  she  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  all 
matters  having  relation  to  her  property,  and  may  bring  and  main« 
tain  an  action  in  her  own  name  for  damages  against  any  person  or 
body  corporate,  for  any  injury  to  her  person  or  character,  the  same 
as  if  she  were  sole.  In  a  word,  the  statutes  have  well  nigh 
removed  all  of  her  disabilities  by  reason  of  coverture,  and  have 
placed  her  upon  substantially  the  same  footing  of  a  feme-9oU, 
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§  484.  In  tlie  State  of  Maine,  a  married  woman  of  any  age  may 
own  in  her  own  right  real  and  personal  estate  acquired  by  descent, 
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gift,  or  purchase,  and  may  manage,  sell,  convey  and  devise  the  same 
by  will,  as  if  sole,  and  without  the  joinder  or  assent  of  her  husband; 
but  real  estate  directly  or  indirectly  conveyed  to  her  by  her  hus- 
band or  paid  for  by  him,  or  given  or  devised  to  her  by  his  relatives^ 
cannot  be  conveyed  by  her  without  the  joinder  of  her  husband  in 
such  conveyance.  When  payment  was  made  for  property  conveyed 
to  her  from  the  property  of  her  husband,  or  it  was  conveyed  by 
him  to  her  without  a  valuable  considieration  paid  tlierefor,  it  may 
be  taken  as  the  property  of  her  husband  to  pay  his  debts  contracted 
before  such  purchase.  The  husband  acquires  no  right  to  any  prop- 
erty of  his  wife  by  marriage ;  but  the  wife  may  release  to  her  hus- 
band the  right  to  control  her  property,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  to 
dispose  of  the  income  thereof  for  their  mutual  benefit,  and  may 
in  wilting  revoke  the  same.  The  wife  may  prosecute  and  defend 
suits  at  law  or  in  equity  tor  the  preservation  and  protection  of  her 
property,  as  if  unmarried,  or  may  do  it  jointly  with  her  husband. 
Neither  of  them  can  be  arrested  on  such  writ  or  execution ;  nor 
can  he  alone  maintain  an  action  respectiiig  his  wife's  property. 
She  nuay  receive  the  wages  of  her  personal  labor  not  performed 
for  her  own  family,  maintain  an  action  therefor  in  her  own 
name,  and  hold  them  in  her  own  right  against  her  husband  or  auy 
other  person. 

•  When  a  married  woman  dies  intestate,  her  property  descends  to 
her  heirs ;  and  administration  and  distribution  may  take  place,  as 
if  she  had  not  been  married.  When  the  husband  abandons  his 
wife  or  is  confined  in  state  prison,  the  supreme  judicial  court  may 
authorize  her  to  make  contracts,  and  any  person  holding  personal 
prr  perty  to  which  the  husband  is  entitled  in  her  right,  to  pay  or 
deliver  the  same  to  her,  for  her  disposal,  and  for  which  she  may 
make  a  valid  discharge.  All  contracts  lawfully  made  by  the  wife 
by  virtue  of  such  power  are  binding  upon  her  and  her  husband, 
and  during  such  absence  or  confinement  she  may  sue  and  be  sued 
thereon,  and  for  all  acts  done  by  her;  and  execution  may  be 
enforced  against  her,  as  if  unmarried. 

When  a  married  woman  comes  from  any  other  state  or  conntiy, 
and  remains  in  the  State  of  Maine,  without  living  with  her  hns^ 
band,  she  may  make  contracts,  dispose  of  property,  sue  and  be 
sued,  as  if  unmarried.  When  her  husband  comes  and  claims  his 
mai'ital  rights,  her  contracts  and  suits  will  be  afiected  the  same  as 
if  they  were  then  first  married.    {B.  S.  1857,  ch.  61.) 
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§  485.  The  statutes  respecting  the  rights  and  property  of  married 
womeD  were  enacted  in  1844,  or  since  that  time;  and  the  husband 
has  a  lite  estate  in  the  real  property  of  the  wife  acquired  prior  to 
the  statute  of  1844,  which  may  be  taken  in  execution  for  his  debts, 
prodded  the  marriage  was  celebrated  before  that  date.  Simul- 
taneously with  her  acquisition  of  title  to  the  estate,  the  rights  of 
]ier  husband  therein  were  perfected ;  and  their  rights  remain  unaf- 
fected by  the  subsequent  statutes  securing  to  married  women  their 
rights  of  property.  The  deed  of  a  married  woman  of  her  real 
estate  acquired  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute  of  1844  is 
void  if  the  husband  did  not  join  her  in  the  conveyance.  {BedU  y. 
Knawle^^  45  Maine  R.  479.)  And  when  the  wife  owned  the 
money  for  which  she  sued,  in  her  own  right,  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage  in  1834,  and  it  was  never  reduced  to  possession  by  her 
husband  during  her  coverture,  but  remained  under  her  sole  control, 
the  court  held  that  the  money  became  absolutely  vested  in  the 
husband  at  the  time  of  his  marriage,  and,  at  his  death,  descended 
to  his  heirs  as  a  part  of  his  estate,  though  he  left  his  wife  surviving 
him  as  his  widow,  who  then  had  the  money  under  her  own  control. 
{Jordan  v.  Jord<xm,^  62  Maine  Ji,  320.) 

A  feme-^iovert  is  not  capable,  under  the  statutes  of  Maine,  to 
bind  herself  by  a  promissory  note,  and  such  an  instrument  cannot 
be  legally  enforced.  And  when  she  joins  with  her  husband  in  a 
note  for  money  loaned  to  him,  and  gives  a  mortgage  of  her  real 
estate  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  note,  the  case  is  not 
altered.  It  will  then  be  considered  that  the  money  was  borrowed 
on  the  personal  security  of  the  husband,  and  the  wife  is  not  liable 
for  it.  {lioach  v.  EandaU^  45  Maine  H,  438.  Vide  aUo  Howe 
V.  Wildes,  34  ib.  556.) 

The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  married  woman  cannot  make 
a  binding  contract,  or  be  the  subject  of  a  suit ;  but  if  there  has 
been  a  desertion  by  the  husband,  in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
term,  and  their  separation  has  been  long  continued,  and  is  so  com- 
plete that  he  must  be  regarded  as  having  renounced  all  his  marital 
rights  and  relations,  such  a  case  would  be  an  exception  to  the  role, 
and  she  would  be  treated  as  a  feme-^ole.  This  has  been  held  to  be 
the  rule  at  common  law,  as  has  been  before  shown.  The  rights  of 
the  parties  in  such  a  case,  when  the  contract  was  made  in  1856, 
are  not  materially  affected  by  the  statutes  of  the  state  giving,  to 
married  women  the  power  to  hold  and  manage  their  property,  and 
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to  enforce  remedies  in  their  own  names  when  it  has  been  injured. 
{Ayer  v.  Warren^  47  Maine  R.  217.) 

§  486.  Although  the  recent  statutes  relating  to  the  rights  of 
married  women  neither  authorize  them  nor  recognize  their  right  to 
mortgage  their  real  estate,  yet  it  was  manifestly  not  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  thereby  to  restrict  them  in  the  exercise  of  that 
right,  which  existed  at  common  law ;  and  where  the  wife,  the  hus- 
band joining  with  he]^  in  the  deed,  conyeyed  her  estate  in  mortgiige 
to  secure  a  debt  of  her  husband,  the  mortgage  was  held  to  be 
valid.  {Ektaii  v.  Nawn^  47  Maine  li.  1 32.  Spinxer  v.  Berey^  lb. 
330.)  More  yet ;  the  courts  now  hold  that,  by  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  of  the  state,  a  married  woman  may  execute  a  deed  of 
mortgage  of  her  separate  estate,  which  will  be  valid,  notwith- 
standing her  promissory  notes  secured  thereby  cannot,  in  lawj  be 
enforced  against  her.  Therefore,  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment 
of  a  sum  of  money  may  be  upheld,  although  there  is  connected 
witli  it  no  other  obligation  or  contract  of  the  mortgagor  or  of 
any  other  person  to  pay  the  same.  The  court  say,  in  their  opinion, 
that  the  power  conferred  upon  married  women  by  the  statute,  to 
control,  sell  and  convey  their  estate,  real  and  personal,  is  full  and 
perfect.  It  cannot  be  moi^  complete.  They  may,  under  its  pro- 
^visions,  biud  their  estates  as  effectually  as  any  other  citizen.  Thus 
far  the  law  extends  the  rights  of  women  under  coverture ;  and, 
although  they  still  remain  under  the  common  law  disabilities  as  to 
personal  contracts,  yet,  as  a  mortgage  is  simply  a  conditional  con- 
veyance of  land,  designed  as  security  for  the  payment  of  money, 
or  performance  of  some  other  act,  and  to  be  void  upon  payment  or 
performance,  married  women  may  mortgage  their  property  in  such 
a  way  as- fully  to  pass  the  title  upon  the  mortgage  being  foreclosed. 
{BrooTdngs  v.  White,  49  Maine  R.  479.  Vide  also  HumphreyM  v. 
Newmnn,  61  iS.  40.) 

§  487.  As  the  law  now  stands  in  Maine,  the  wife  may  deed  her 
lands  directly  to  her  husband.  {AUen  v.  Hooper^  50  Maine  R. 
371.)  And  a  husband,  although  he  be  insolvent,  may  convey  real 
estate  to  his  wife,  in  payment  of  a  note  given  her  by  him,  for 
money  of  hers  loaned  him,  if  there  be  no  intent  to  defraud  <ff 
delay  creditors.  .  {Randall  v.  Sweety  61  Maine  R.,  246.)  And 
where  the  creditors  of  the  husband  in  any  case  would  impeach  the 
title  of  the  wife  to  any  property  conveyed  to  her,  the  burden  is  on 
him  to  prove  that  it  came  to  her  directly  or  indirectly  from  her 
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hudband,  after  coverture,  and  fraudtdentlj  as  to  creditors.  (  Wi'M- 
lew  V.  Grilbrethy  60  Mame  JR,  90.) 

Kfem&'COvert  may  carry  on  business  on  her  own  account,  and 
no  action  can  be  sustained  against  the  husband  for  goods  and  chat- 
tels furnished  in  the  course  of  her  busine^,  even  though  a  portion 
of  the  proceeds  go  toward  the  support  of  her  husband  and  family. 
Bat  where  the  purchases  and  sales  were  made  with  his  knowledge 
and  consent,  and  he  participates  in  the  prpiits  of  the  business, 
knowing  them  to  be  such,  and  that  she  professed  to  act  for  him, 
the  court  held  that  the  jury  may  infer  that  the  purchases  were 
made  on  his  credit,  and  he  will  be  liable  to  pay  the  purchase.price 
of  Buch  goods.  {Colby  v.  Lamson^  39  Maine  H.  119.  Oxnard  v. 
Swanton^  Ih,  125.) 

§  488.  Under  the  present  statutes  of  the  state,  the  husband  may 
lawfully  transfer  a  promissory  note  to  his  wife,  although  the  maker 
is  at  the  time  his  creditor.  To  defeat  such  a  transfer,  inadequ<ioy 
of  consideration  is  not  sufficient.  There  must  be  an  intent  also  to 
defraud  existing  creditors.  But  inadequacy  of  consideration  is 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  the  sole  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  intent  of  the  parties.  The  common  law  rule  which 
makes  such  a  transfer  from  husband  io  wife  absolutely  void,  has 
been  changed  by  the  statute,  and  now  the  same*  may  be  sustained^ 
{MaUey  v.  Somyer^  38  Mame  JS.  68.  And  vide  Davie  v.  Serricky 
37  ih.  397.) 

Although  by  the  statute  a  married  woman  may  become  the 
owner  of  real  or  personal  property  by  bequest,  devise,  gift,  pur- 
ehase  or  distribution,  in  order  to  become  the  owner  hy  purchase^ 
she  must  make  it  from  her  own  property,  or  that  of  others,  by 
their  consent,  for  her  use.  The  earnings  of  ^  feme-covert  are  still 
the  property  of  her  husband,  and  a  purchase  made  on  the  credit 
or  from  the  means  of  her  husband,  or  by  the  avails  of  her  labor, 
gives  the  wife  no  property  in  the  article  purchased.  {Merrill  v. 
Smithy  37  Maine  R.  394.)  But  under  the  act  of  1844,  chapter 
117,  amended  by  the  act  of  1847,  chapter  27,  a  woman,  during 
coverture,  may  acquire  property  by  purchase  in  her  own  exclusive 
right ;  and  in  property  thus  acquired,  and  paid  for  with  her  money, 
though  the  husband  was  the  agent  employed  by  her  in  making 
the  purchase,  he  has  no  right  of  possession,  and  can  maintain 
no  action  for  taking  it  away  against  persons  acting  under  her 
direction.    {Southard  v.  Piper^  36  Maine  R.  84.) 
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§  489.  By  the  statute  of  1847  amending  tlie  act  of  1844,  to 
Becnre  to  married  women  their  rights  in  property,  a  sabsequent  eon- 
vejance  of  land  by  a  husband  directly  to  his  wife  is  made  effectual 
to  pass  the  title,  unless  the  creditors  may  be  thereby  defranded. 
(Johnson  V.  StiUingB^  86  Maine^E.  427.) 

A  married  woman  may  maintain  a  snit  in  her  own  name  alone, 
to  recover  possession  of  land  belonging  to  her.  She  may  convey 
her  land  by  a  deed,  executed  jointly  by  herself  and  husband  for 
that  purpose ;  and  a  deed  so  executed  is  not  entirely  void  as  to  the 
wife,  though  executed  when  she  was  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years.  She  may,  however,  avoid  it  after  coming  of  age  by  bring- 
ing her  suit  for  the  land ;  although  the  tenant  in  such  suit  claiming 
under  such  a  deed  will  not  be  accountable  for  any  rents  or  profits 
which  accrued  prior  to  notice  that  the  wife  intended  to  avoid  the 
deed.    (  WM  v.  Hall,  35  Maine  R.  336.) 

The  life  estate  which  the  husband  had  in  his  wife's  land  at  com- 
mon law  has  been  taken  from  him  by  the  act  of  1844,  in  behalf  of 
the  wife ;  only  upon  condition,  however,  that  she  proved  the  title 
not  to  have  come  to  her  from  the  husband  after  coverture..  This 
act  of  1844,  and  the  amendatory  act  of  1847,  and  the  additional  set 
of  1848,  respecting  the  rights  of  married  womeii,  were  prospective 
only  in  their  operation.  {Eldridge  v.  Preble^  34  Mains  B.  143. 
(nark  V.  VHeSy  32  ih  32.  Greenleqf  v.  SiU,  31  ib.  562.  McLeUan 
v.  NeUon^  27  ib.  129.) 

§  490.  The  statutes  enlarging  the  rights  of  married  women  as 
to  property  do  not  extend  to  rights  of  action  for  tort ;  therefore,  to 
recover  for  an  injury  sustained  by  a  married  woman  through  the 
malpractice  of  a  surgeon,  the  husband  must  be  a  party  to  the  suit 
The  previous  desertion  of  the  wife  by  the  husband  does  not  remove 
the  necessity  that,  in  such  a  suit,  he  should  join  asco-plaintiff ;  and 
a  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action,  given  by  sach  husband  to  the 
defendant,  is  a  bar  to  such  a  suit,  when  brought  in  the  joint  names 
of  the  husband  and  wife.    {BuUard  v.  Hussell^  33  Maine  R.  196.) 

The  statute  of  1844  securing  to  married  women  their  property 
did  not  so  alter  the  common  law  as  to  enable  a  feme-^xyoeri  to  sell 
her  personal  property  without  the  assent  of  her  husband.  {Smfi 
v.  Lwie^  27  Mame  R.  285.) 

The  foregoing  are  substantially  the  distinctive  features  of  Ae 
statutes  and  judicial  decisions  respecting  marital  rights  in  the 
State  of  Maine,  and  more  especially  of  the  policy  of  the  state, 
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concerning  the  rights,  powers  and  liabilities  of  married  women. 
Some  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  upon  the  subject  are  copied 
in  substance  from  the*  statutes  of  Massachusetts,  which  will  be 
noticed  hereafter. 

§  491.  In  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  it  is  provided  by  statute 
that  every  married  woman  shall  hold  to  her  use,  free  from  the 
interference  or  control  of  her  hnsband,  all  property  inheril^ed  by, 
bequeathed,  given  or  conveyed  to  her,  provided  such  conveyance, 
gift  or  bequest  is  not  occasibned  by  payment  or  pledge  of  tlie 
property  of  the  husband ;  and  any  married  woman  holding  prop- 
erty to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  free  from  the  interference  or 
control  of  her  husband,  may  siie  and  be  sued  in  her  own  name,  as 
though  sole,  in  all  matters  pertaining  to  such  property,  and  upon 
all  debts  contracted  by  her  before  marriage.  {Lawa  of  1860,  ch. 
2342.)  And  with  respect  to  all  such  property,  a  married  woman 
has  the  same  rights,  and  possesses  and  is  entitled  to  the  same 
remedies,  in  her  own  name,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  she  is 
made  liable  to  be  sued  at  law  and  in  equity,  upon  any  contract  by 
her  made,  or  any  wrong  by  her  done,  in  respect  to  such  property, 
in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  if  she  were 
unmarried.    {Comp,  Stat.  382.) 

It  is  further  provided  by  statute,  that  after  three  months  of 
desertion,  or  of  any  other  thing,  which,  if  longer  continued,  will 
be  a  cause  of  divorce,  the  wife  may  hold  in  her  several  right,  and 
dispose  of  property  acquired  by  her  in  any  way,  and  the  earnings 
of  the  minor  children,  until  the  desertion  ceases.  And  the  judge  of 
probate  in  the  county  where  she  resides  has  power  to  make  pro- 
vision for  her  and  her  children  from  the  property  of  the  husband, 
whereupon  she  will  possess  the  same  rights,  and  her  property  will 
descend,  the  same  as  if  she  were  single.  {Comp.  Stat,  of  1853, 
ch.  158.) 

There  is  another  provision  of  the  statute  of  1860,  which 
empowers  the  supreme  judicial  court  to  assign  to  the  wife  such 
part  of  the  real,  personal  or  mixed  estate  of  her  husband  as  may 
be  deemed  just  and  expedient,  in  cases  where  the  husband  is 
insane,  or  has  joined  any  religious  society  which  professes  to 
believe  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  unlawful ;  and  the  estate 
BO  assigned  to  the  wife  may  be  held  by  her  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use  so  long  as  such  husband  shall  continue  insane,  or  connected 
with  such  religious  society.     {Laws  of  1860,  ch,  2342,  §  2.) 
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A  feme-coveH  may  make  a  will  of  the  property  which  ehe  holds 
in  her  own  right,  and  such  will  passes  the  property  devised  to  any 
devisee  except  the  husband,  although  she  cannot  make  a  will  to 
aflfect  the  husband's  tenancy  by  the  curtesy.  (Zaws  of  1854,  eh. 
1622.    Zaws  of  1860,  cA.  2842,  §  3.) 

§  492.  Under  the  statute  of  li346,  the  courts  have  held  that  a 
larried  woman  can  contract  only  in  respect  to  property  conveyed 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  free  frona  the  control  and  interference 
of  hpr  husband.  She  cannot  contract  in  anticipation  of  any  sudi 
l^urchase  to  her  sole  use.  And  no  action  can  be  maintained  against 
a  married  woman  upon  a  note  or  obligation  given  by  her  for  money 
hired  as  the  purchase-money  of  land  to  be  conveyed  to  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  though  it  appears  the  money  was  in  fact  so' 
applied.  The  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
remarked:  ^^ Considering  the  great  changes  which  have  been 
making  from  year  to  year  in  relation  to  the  rights  of  married 
women,  which  have  steadily  tended  to  release  to  them  their  riglits 
of  property,  and  their  free  agency  in  relation  to  its  control  and 
management,  the  court  are  not  disposed  to  adopt  a  narrow  eon- 
Btruction  of  the  statutes  on  this  subject ;  but  they  are,  at  the  same 
time,  painfully  aware  that  whenever  the  line  may  be  drawn,  it  will 
be  long  before  the  public,  will  understand  and  recognize  the  point 
where  the  power  of  a  married  woman  to  bind  herself  by  her 
bargains  ceases,  and  that  frauds  upon  the  thoughtless  and  incon- 
siderate must  often  occur.'*  After  reviewing  several  cases,  the 
learned  judge  adds :  "And  the  principles  thus  settled  are  approved 
by  the  court  here,  and  must  govern  this  case.  They  go  to  the 
extent  that  the  power  of  the  married  woman  to  bind  herself  by 
her  contract,  under  this  statute,  and,  as  we  incline  to  think,  under 
the  statute  of  1860,  exists  Only  in  cases  where  she  was,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  same,  entitled  to  hold  separate  property  to  her  own 
use,  and  where  the  contract  i-elates  to  that  property.  From  this 
view  it  results  that  she  can  make  no  contract,  for  money  or  prop- 
erty, in  anticipation  of  the  purchase  of. such  separate  estate;  and 
consequently  the  note  on  which  this  action  is  founded,  being  given 
for  money  hired  for  the  purpose  of  buying  such  property,  was 
unauthorized  by  the  act,  and  is  not  binding  on  the  defendant" 
(Ames  V.  Foster,  42  iT.  K  R.  881,  383,  885.) 

"Whether  the  statute  of  1860  applies  to  property  owned  by  a 
woman  before  her  marriage,  seems  to  be  in  some  doubt     Tht 
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jadge,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  It  may  be  doiibt« 
ful  whether  the  statute  of  1860  does  not  mean  simply  this,  that 
-when  any  property  shall  be  inherited  by,  bequeathed,  given  or  con- 
veyed to,  any  married  woman,  she  shall  hold  the  same  to  her  own 
Use,  etc. ;,  that  is,  that  it  relates  to  property  only  which  shall  thus 
come  to  the  wife  after  marriage."  {PetUngill  v.  BvMerfidd^  45  N. 
jy.  ^.  195, 199.) 

§  498.  When  land  was.  purchased  in  1855,  and  conveyed  to  the 
wife  in  the  ordinary  form,  and  not  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  a 
note  and  mortgage  given  by  her  as  security  for  the  price,  have  no 
l6gal  validity  whatever.  In  such  case,  if  ,the  conveyance  was 
aaaented  to  by  the  husband,  and  he  acquired  and  claimed  an 
'  interest  in  the  land  by  it,  a  court  of  equity,  on  proof  of  a  demand 
and  refusal,  will  decree  that  the  husband  and  wife  make  a  valid 
mortgage  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  price.    {Leach  vj  Noye^^ 

^6  jr.  s.  n.  sdi.) 

So,  when  a  wife,  having  a  separate  income,  •  purchased  solely 
upon  her  own  credit  suitable  furniture  for  a  house  held  for  her  by 
trustees,  and  occupied  by  herself  and  her  husband,  and  subsequently 
died,  having  bequeathed  the  furniture  to  her  husband,  it  was  held 
that  the  vendor,  who  had  thus  sold  the  furniture  to  her  with 
knowledge  of  the  fact's,  could  not  recover  for  it  of  the  husband  in 
assumpsit.    {BUI  v.  GoodHch^  46  N.  H,  Ji.  41.) 

So  it  has  been  held  that  a  married  woman  is  not  bound  by  a 
promissory  note  given  during  coverture,  although  at  the  time  of 
her  marriage  she  had,  by  inheritance,  both  real  and  personal 
eatate,  unless  it  be  shown  that  such  estate  waa  held  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  that  the  promise  was  made  in  respect  to  that 
estate.    {Shannon  v.  Canney^  44  iT.  H,  B.  692.) 

§494.  By  the  statute  it  is  provided,  that  "  any  devise,  conveyance, 
or  bequest  of  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  may  be  made  to 
any  married  woman,  to  be  held  by  her  without  the  intervention  of 
a  trustee,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  free  from  the  interference  or 
control  of  her  husband ;  and  she  shall  hold,  possess  and  enjoy  the 
estate  so  given,  devised,  conveyed  or  bequeathed  accordingly ;  and 
shall  in  like  manner  hold  any  property  which  she  may  receive  under 
the  provisions  of  any  deed  of  trust  made  either  before  or  after  mar- 
riage." It  is  further  enacted  by  the  statute,  that  in  case  any  such 
married  woman  '^  shall  die  intestate,  all  her.  right  and  interest  in 
the  personal  property  thus  held,  shall  vest  in  her  husband,  unless 

86 
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other  provision  is  made  in  relation  thereto  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tracts or  conveyances  "  by  which  she  holds  the  property ;  and  that 
the  husband  sliall  be  entitled  to  his  estate  by  the  curtesy,  in  all 
lands  and  tenements  so  held  by  her.  The  husband,  however,  is 
required  to  take  administration  on  the  estate  of  his  wife,  and  hold 
all  the  property,  except  the  right  by  curtesy,  subject  to  her  debts. 
{Lav)8  of  1846,  ch,  327,  §§  2,  17.     Comp.  L(m%,  ch.  158,  §§  12, 29.) 

As  the  statutes  now  stand,  it  has  been  held  that  a  married 
woman  holding  real  estate  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  possesses 
the  same  rights  and  powers,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  remedies  at 
law  and  in  equity,  in  respect  to  such  property,  as  if  she  were  sole  and 
unmarried ;  and  tliat  she  may  rent  or  lease  the  same  to  her  husband 
or  any  other  person,  {AUnn  v,  Lord^  39  N,  H.  R.  196.)  But 
under  the  statutes,  a  feme-woert  cannot  contract  and  be  liable  for 
debts  generally,  so  as  to  subject  her  separate  property  to  their  pay- 
ment, but  her  contracts  to  be  valid,  must  be  confined  to  and  con- 
nected with  the  property  itself;  her  liabilities  are,  first,  contracts 
made  in  regard  to  the  property  itself;  secondly,  wrongs  connected 
with  the  property ;  and,  thirdly,  contracts  made  by  and  causes  of 
action  existing  against  her  while  sole  before  her  marriage.  {Baaleff 
.V.  Pearson,  29  If.  If.  R.  77.) 

§  495.  The  personal  services  and  earnings  of  the  wife  and  the 
profits  and  income  of  any  business  in  which  she  may  engage,  under 
the  statutes  relating  to  the  rights  of  married  women,  belong  to  the 
husband,  and  bannot  be  held  by  the  wife  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use.    {Hoyt  v.  WhiU,  46  N.  H.  R.  45.) 

A  chattel  purchased  by  a  married  woman  with  property  held  by 
her  to  her  separate  use,  under  the  statute  of  *1846,  or  with  the 
proceeds  or  income  of  such  property,  when  tlie  husband  has  not 
attempted  to  exercise  any  ownership  over  such  proceeds  or  income, 
and  has  not  in  any  way  made  claim  to  such  chattel,  is  her  propertj, 
and  is  not  liable  to  be  taken  on  execution  for  his  debts.  In  sudi  a 
case  it  has  been  held  that  the  husband  may  act  as  agent  for  his 
wife  in  making  the  purchase.  •  {Sutchins  v.  Cdbj/y  43  Jf.  ff.  R 
159.) 

When  a  husband  purchases  land  and  the  deed  is  taken  to  his 
wife,  prima  fcune,  no  trust  results  in  his  favor.  And  when  money 
raise4  by  a  mortgage  of  the  wife^s  land  is  held  by  her,  and  the 
husband  has  not  assumed  the  mortgage  debt,  or  attempted  to  con- 
trol the  money  borrowed,  she  is  not  liable  in  a  foreign  attachm&it 
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as  trustee  for  her  husband  on  accoant  of  such  money.     {Dickifison 
T.  Dams,  43  If.  IT.  B.  647.) 

When  a  deed  of  the  wife's  land  purports  to  be  the  conveyance 
of  the  wife  alone,  and  contains  no  recital  that  the  husband  is  a 
party,  but  is  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  it  is  the  deed  .of 
both,  and  passes  the  title  of  both.  (  Woodward  v.  Seamer,  38  N. 
H.  JR,  29.) 

When  real  estate  is  conveved  to  the  wife,  no  trust  arises  to  the 
husband  from  payments  made  after  the  time  of  the  purchase. 
(jFrancestown  v.  Deering,  41  N,  H,  R,  438.) 

When  bank  stock  was  transferred  to  the  wife  on  the  fifth  day  of 
July,  1860,  the  court  held  that  the  husband's  marital  right  to 
reduce  it  to  possession  was  not  affected  by  the  act  of  July  4, 1860, 
as  that  act  did  not  take  effect  until  August  of  that  year,  and  there- 
fore that  the  husband's  interest  on  the  stock  was  to  be  determined 
by  the  rules  of  the  common  law;  and  when  in  such  case  the 
husband  survived  the  wife,  and  afterward  died  without  having 
reduced  the  stock  into  possession,  it  was  held  that  the  administrator 
of  the  wife,  who  owed  no  debts,  could  not  maintain  an  action  for 
this  stock,  against  the  husband's  representative ;  and  it  was  further 
held  that  on  the  death  ^of  the  wife  the  husband  was  entitled  abso- 
lutely to  the  stock,  subject  only  to  her  debts,  and  that  on  his  sub- 
sequent death  this  interest  vested  in  his  representative.  {Athertonj 
Ad^mr.  v.  McQaesUm,  6  Am.  Lorn  Reg.  \N.  /SI]  250.  &.  C.  46  N. 
£[.R.205.), 

§  496.  By  the  statutes  of  New  Hampshire,  a  homestead  to  the 
ralue  of  $500,  is  exempt  from  attachment  and  execution  and  is  in 
no  way  liable  for  the  husband's  debts,  nor  subject  to  distribution  or 
devise,  while  a  widow  or  a  minor  child  lives  thereon.  But  the 
right  may  be  waived  by  the  deed  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  is 
not  valid  against  a  claim  on  note  or  mortgage  of  husband  and  wife, 
or  for  labor  less  than  $100,  or  a  lien  by  the  seller  of  the  estate  for 
its  price,  or  a  debt  contracted  for  tlie  erection  of  the  buildings,  or 
for  taxes.  {Comp.  Stat.  ch.  196,  and  vide  Laws  of  1866,  ch.  4252.) 
'  Under  this  statute  the  courts  hold  that  a  widow  is  entitled  to 
dower  and  homestead  in  an  equity  of  redemption  in  real  estate  of 
her  late  husband  against  all  persons,  except  the  mortgagee  or  those 
claiming  under  him.  But  she  cannot  have  dower  or  homestead  as 
against  the  mortgagee,  except  by  payment  of.  the  whole  mortgage 
debt ;  against  any  and  every  one  having  an  interest  in  the  redemp- 
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tioD,  and  who  has  actually  redeemed  the  mortgage.  She  can  hold 
her  dower  and  homestead  upon  payment  of  contribution.  If  the 
administrator  of  the  husband  redeems  the  mortgage  fix^m  assets  of 
the  estate,  then  the  widow  takes  dower  and  homestead  without 
contribution.  After  the  decease  of  the  mortgagee,  if  the  equity 
of  redemption  is  purchased  by  the  mortgagor,  the  two  estates, 
under  the  mortgage  and  the  equity  of  redemption,  become  mei^ed, 
as  though  some  third  person  had  purchased  the  equity  and  tlien 
redeemed  the  mortgage ;  and  in  such  case  the  widow  may  hold  her 
dower  and  homestead  discharged  from  the  mortgage  by  contribution 
only.  In  such  case,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  dower  and  hcmie-. 
stead,  or  either  of  them,  be  first  assigned  or  the  equity  be  first  sold, 
since  the  owners  of  these  interests,  in  either  case,  stand  on  the  same 
ground  in  equity,  their  separate  estates  commencing,  not  from  the 
time  of  the  assignment  or  sale,  but  from  the  death  of  the  intestate; 
hence  the  mortgage  debt  is  to  be  shared  between  the  owner  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  and  the  widow  having  dower  and  homestead, 
according  to  the  relative  value  of  the  proportion  of  mortgaged 
property  held  by  each.  {Norria  v,  Morruany  5  Am,  Law  Reg. 
[N.  S.'\  700,  701.  S.  a  45  N.  U.  E.  490.)  This  homestead  pro- 
vision is  a  policy  somewhat  peculiar  to  New  Uampsliire,  and  some 
of  the  other  New  England  States.  If  a  creditor,  whose  debt  accrued 
before  the  passage  of  the  act,  present  his  claim  to  the  commissioner 
on  an  insolvent  estate,  takes  his  dividend,  and  witliout  objection 
allow  the  widcfNv's  homestead  to  be  assigned  by  the  probate  court ; 
and  the  administrator,  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  allowed,  sells 
the  land  assigned  subject  to  the  widow^s  homestead,  such  creditor 
cannot  afterward  require  the  administrator  to  sell  any  interest  of 
the  estate  in  the  land  assigned  for  homestead  to  pay  the  balance 
of  his  debt ;  in  such  case,  if  a  creditor  would  enforce  his  cJaim 
against  the  widow's  right  of  homestead,  he  should  object  to  the 
assignment  till  his  debt  is  paid.  {Judge  of  Probate  v.  Simonds^  6 
Am.  Law  Reg.  {NT.  8.^  317,  318,    S.  C.  45  JST.  II.  R.  363.) 

In  New  Hampshire,  a  negotiable  note  given  to  a  third  party 
by  a  husband  before  his  marriage,  is  not  extinguished  by  the  mere 
fact  of  its  purchase  from  such  third  party  by  the  wife,  after  ma^ 
riage,  with  money  belonging  to  her' before  marriage,  not  reduced 
to  possession  by  the  husband ;  and  in  case  of  such  purchase  by  the 
wife,  the  note  may  be  transferred  by  her  with  hef  husband's  assent, 
and  the  purchaser  may  maintain  an  action  upon  it  against  the  hus- 
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band.  {Rvss  v.  George^  5  Am.  Law  Reg.  \N.  /SI]  700.  S.  C.  45 
N.  H.  R.  467.) 

§  497.  In  the  State  of  Vermont,  when  any  married  man  shall 
leave  the  state,  abandoning  his  wife,  and  not  making  sufficient 
provision  for  her  maintenance,  suck  wife,  if  of  the  age  of  eighteen 
years,  may  be  authorized  by  the  supreme  court,  to  sell  and  convey 
her  real  estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  also  any  personal  estate  which 
may  have  come  to  the  husband  by  reason  of  the  marriage,  and 
which  may  remain  within  tUe  state  undisposed  of  by  him ;  and  the 
court  may  also  in  such  case  authorize  the  wife  to  receive  any  money 
or  other  personal  property,  to  which  the  husband  is  entitled  in  her 
right,  and  to  give  a  discharge  for  the  same.  The  wife,  in  such 
case,  during  the  absence  of  her  husband,  is  entitled  to  the  proceeds 
of  her  own  earnings,  and  of  her  minor  children,  and  the  same  are 
to  be  under  her  sole  control,  and  are  not  liable  for  the  debts  of  the 
husband.  All  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  authorized  to  be  made  by 
the  wife,  and  all  other  money  and  personal  estate  coming  into  the 
hands  of  the  wife  as  above  provided,  may  be  used  and  disposed 
of  by  her,  during  the  absence  of  her  husband,  for  the  necessary 
support  of  herself  and  family. 

"When  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  is  taken  for  a  public  use,  or  for 
a  railroad,  turnpike  or  way,  or  may  be  damaged  by  reason  of 
the  taking  thereof,  the  damages  or  compensation  awarded  may  be 
so  invested  and  disposed  of  as  to  secure  to  her  the  same  right,  use 
and  benefit  of  and  in  the  sum  so  awarded,  and  the  income  thereof 
as  if  it  had  not  been  so  taken  or  damaged. 

When  any  married  man  is  confined  in  the  state  prison,  his  wife 
is  deemed  a  feme-Bole^  and  is  given  the  same  remedy  by  statute  as 
when  the  husband  absconds,  as  above  provided ;  and  the  real  estate 
of  any  married  woman  who  lives  apart  from  her  husband,  by  reason 
of  the  criminal  conduct  or  ill-usage  of  her  husband  may  be  ordered 
and  decreed  by  tlie  chancellor  to  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  or  such 
part  thereof  as  he  may  think  reasonable,  may  be  decreed  to  her 
sole  use.  Married  women  may  devise,  by  last  will  and  testament, 
their  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  therein 
descendible  to  their  heirs. 

The  statute  further  provides  that  the  rents,  issues  and  products 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  wife,  and  all  moneys  and  obligations  arising 
from  the  sale  .of  such  real  estate,  shiill  be  exempt  from  attachment 
for  her  husband's  debts ;.  and  no  conveyance  made  by  the  husband 
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during  coverture  of  the  same,  or  of  interest  in  such  real  estate,  will 
be  valid  unless  it  be  hy  the  joint  deed  of  t]ie  husband  and  wife ;  and 
all  property  consisting  of  stocks  or  bonds  given  a  married  woman 
by  her  parents  or  parent,  is  exempt  from  her  husband's  debts,  and 
may  be  disposed  of  by  her  as  if  unmarried. 

A  feme-oovert  may  cause  the  insurance  of  the  life  of  her  husband 
for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  and  the  policy  will  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  herself  and  children.  These  are  substantially  the  provisions 
of  the  statutes  of  Vermont  in  respect  to  the  rights  and  powers  of 
married  women.    {Gen,  Stai,  1863,  eh,  71.) 

There  is  also  a  provision  of  tlie  statute  securing  to  the  husband 
and  wife  a  substantial  homestead,  which  upon  the  death  of  the 
husband  vessts  in  ^the  widow  and  children,  without  being  subject  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased,  unless  the  same  was 
legally  dischai^d  during  the  life  of  the  husband.  The- homestead 
cannot  be  conveyed  by  the  owner  unless  the  wife  joins  in  the  con- 
veyance.   {Gen.  Stat.  1863,  ch.  68.) 

§  498.  The  statutes  of  the  state  declare  that  a  husband  and  wife 
may,  by  their  joint  deed,  convey  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  in  like 
manner  as  she  might  do  by  her  separate  deed  if  she  were  unmar- 
ried ;  and  in  case  of  desertion  or  ill-treatment  of  the  wife  by  the 
husband,  the  wife  may  make  disposition  of  her  property  witliout 
the  husband's  joining  in  the  deed  or  conveyance.  {Gen.  Stat.  eh.  65, 
§  2,  and  ch.  71,  §  L)  The  first  of  these  enactments  does  not  declare 
the  sole  deed  of  the  wife  void,  nor  does  it  imply  that  it  is,  except 
as  resulting  from  the  eifect  of  coverture,  at  common  law.  It  has 
regard  only  to  the  effect  of  that  relation  at  common  law,  and  was 
designed  to  provide  a  mode  by  which  the  wife  might  transfer  the 
title  to  her  real  estate  at  law,  notwithstanding  the  common  lav 
effect  of  coverture.  It  is  an  enahling  and  not  a  disabling  or  restrict- 
ive act,  and  can  by  no  means  be  regarded  as  trenching  upon  the 
scope  of  equitable  jurisdiction  and  interposition  in  reference  to 
the  rights,  liabilities,  and  duties  of  married  women  in  respect 
to  their  property  and  contracts.  The  latter  of  said  statutoiy  pro- 
visions, as  judicially  interpreted,  was  designed  to  give  not  an 
exeluavue^  but  an  additional  and  somewhat  summary  means  as 
against  the  husband,  for  insuring  to  the  wife  the  use  and  benefit 
of  her  own  property  for  her  support  in  case  she  should  be  aban- 
doned by,  or  compelled  by  ill^reatment  to  live  apart  from  him. 
They  cannot,  upon  any  ground  of  reason,  be  construed  a&  taking 
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away  or  curtailing  the  scope  of  interpbsition  by  courts  of  equity  in 
cases  falling  within  the  ordinary  cognizance  of  such  courts.  Upon 
this  reasoning,  it  has  been  held  that  a  married  woman  contracting 
a  debt  for  her  own  benefit,  may  make  it  an  express  charge  on  her 
separate  estate,  and  her  mortgage  for  that  purpose  will  be  upheld 
in  equity.  The  court  further  held  in  the  same  case,  that  a  husband 
may  by  his  acts,  as  well  as  by  express  agreement,  divest  himself  of 
his  marital  rights  in  property  so  as  to  make  it  her  separate  estate. 

In  the  year  1847,  a  wife  left  her  husband,  and,  in  1852,  property 
was  devised  to  her,  which  slie  occupied  and  controlled  ever  after, 
without  any  interference  of  her  husband.  In  1857,  she  made  a 
mortgage  upon  her  estate  to  secure  payment  of  a  debt  for  necessa- 
ries for  the  support  of  herself  and  childi*en,  and  in  1858  she 
obtained  a  divorce  and  made  a  second  mortgage  on  the  same  prop- 
erty. The  court  held  that  although  as  between  husband  and  wife 
the  devise  to  her  lacked  the  affirmative  words  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  separate  estate  in  the  strict  meaning  of  the  terms,  jet  under 
the  circumstances  it  was  to  be  considered  her  separate  estate  as 
between  her  and  the  first  mortgagee,  and  the  court  declared  tliat 
the  first  mortgage  might  also  be  supported  in  equity  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  when  a  married  woman  trades  as  a  feme-sole^  or  obtains 
credit  on  her  separate  estate,  a  court  of  equity  will  hold  the  pro- 
eeeds  of  the  business  or  the  estate  subject  to  the  claims  of  her 
creditors ;  or  on  the  principle  that  the  estate  of  a  married  woman 
living  apart  from  her  husband  is  liable  for  her  maintenance.  The 
second  mortgage  having  been  taken  with  notice  of  the  circumstances 
of  the  first,  was  held  to  have  no  equity  to  come  in  before  that, 
{Frary  v.  Booth,  4  Am.  Law  Reg.  [N.  S.'\  142.    8.  C.  37  Vt  R.  78.) 

A  mortgage  given  by  the  wife  to  secure  the  payment  of.  money 
borrowed  to  pay  toward  the  purchase  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
was  held  by  the  court  to  be  valid  against  the  husband  and  the 
children,  the  wife  having  deceased.  {Buchanan  v.  Chamherlin^ 
referred  to  in  Frary  v.  Booth,  supra.)  And  in  a  still  later  (Jase, 
the  court  held  that  an  agreement  made  between  husband  and  wife 
during  coverture,  that  certain  personal  property  or  funds  belong* 
ing  to  him  shall  become  her  separate  property,  will  be  enforced  in 
equity,  if  it  is  so  far  carried  into  eflfect  as  to  separate  the  property 
or  fund  from  the  residue  of  the  husband's  estate,  and  place  it  in  the 
name  and  exclusive  control  of  the  wife.  (CordeU  v.  liyder,  4  Am, 
Lam  Reg.  \N.  /R]  66.    &.  C.  85  Yt.  R,  47.) 
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§  499.  Tke  mere  fact  that  a  husband  signed  a  note  with  hk 
wife,  given  for  money  .to  pay  in  part  for  land  deeded  to  the  wife, 
when  it  does  not  appear  that  any  reliance  was,  or  oould  be  pUeed 
upon  his  paying  it,  and  the  note  was  secured  wholly  by  mortgage 
of  her  lands,  and  those  of  her  relations,  is  held  by  the  court,  not 
enough  to  show  that  the  husband  had  any  real  or  equitable  interest 
in  the  premises  that  could  be  taken  by  his  creditora.  {Bnck  t. 
Gilsony  37  Vt.  JS.  653.) 

If  a  husband  improve  his  wife's  land  without  any  agreement 
with  her  through  trustees  or  otherwise,  that  his  labor  and  money 
expended  thereon  shall  yest  in  him  any  interest  therein,  or  entitle 
him  to  any  claim  against  or  compensation  from  her  property,  he 
gains  no  right  or  title  thereto  which  his  creditors  can  reach  by 
attachment  or  by  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity.  (  Webster  v.  EU- 
dreth,  33  Vt  B.  457.) 

Since  the  passage  of  the  married  woman's  act  of  1847,  a  husband 
has  not,  during  his  wife's  life,  an  interest  subject  to  attadiment  by 
his  creditors,  in  the  betterments  made  by  him  upon  her  land, 
by  way  of  cultivation,  or  buildings  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
occupancy,  husbandry  and  improvement,  or  in  the  rent  of  sndi 
lands  when  leased  under  such  improvements  to  a  third  part* 
(  White  V.  HUdreth,  82  Vt.  R  265.) 

But  it  has  been  held  that,  by  the  language  of  the  married 
woman's  act,  the  annual  product  of  the  wife's  land  is  not  exempted 
from  the  husband's  control,  or  from  his  creditors.  In  giving  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  Redfield,  Ch.  J.  observed :  "  In  regard  to 
the  effect  of  the  statute,  which  is  similar  to  those  of  the  other 
American  States,,  there  seems  to  have  been,  16  some  extent,  a 
popular-  impression  that  it  would  exempt  the  annual  products  of 
the  wife's  lands  from  the  control  of  the  husband  or  his  creditors. 
Such  was  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  and  such  the  impressicMi 
of  one  member  of  this  court,  at  the  first  argument.  But  a  care> 
ful  examination  of  the  terms  cf  the  statute,  cannot  fail,  we  think, 
to  convince  all,-  that  the  words  used  have  no  very  marked  fitness 
to  express  the  yearly  products  of  land,  which  are  the  joint  results 
of  labor  and  the  use  of  the  land."  {Bruce  v.  Ttunnpeon,  26  YU  R. 
741,  746.) 

§  500.  The  prima  facie  inference  that  a  deed  taken  to  the  wifB 
of  the  person  who  pays  the  consideriation  for  it,  was  intended  as  a 
gift  to  her,  may  be  rebutted  and  overcome  by  parol  proof  to  the 
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contrary;  and  if  this  is  done,  a  resulting  trust  will  exist  in  favor  of 
the  husband.  Upon  this  principle,  where  the  orator  purchased  and 
paid  for  a  piece  of  land,  the  deed  of  which  was  taken  to  the  wife^ 
and  the  proof  being  satisfactory  that  it  was  not  intended  as  an  abso- 
lute gift  to  her,  the  court  held  that  there  was  an  implied  or  resulting 
trust  w^hich  a  court  of  chancery  would  execute  in  hi^  favor ;  and  it 
Beems  that  if  the  husband  had  so  taken  the  deed  under  a  misappre- 
hension as  to  its  legal  operation,  supposing  that  it  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  thongh  taken  to  himself  and  wife  jointly,  a  court  of 
equity  would  be  justified  in  compelling  the  parties  interested  to 
allow  it  to  have  that  operation.    (  WaUace  v.  Bowen^  28  Vt  li,  638.) 

No  transaction  between  husband  and  wife,  during  coverture, 
will  create  a  debt  against  the  estate  of  the  wife  after  her  decease. 
Snt  if  a  husband  should  make  permanent  improv^nents  upon  the 
wife's  estate,  greatly  beyond  the  value  of  the  rents,  and  should 
unexpectedly  be  deprived  of  the  same,  by  a  dissolution  of  the 
coverture,  by  the  death  of  the  wife,  it  is  possible  a  court  of  equity, 
in  a  strong  case,  might  grant  some  relief,  by  a  division  of  the 
estate,  to  prevent  great  injustice,  as  in  some  sense  an  unexpected 
occurrence,  and  so  coming  fairly  within  its  jurisdiction  to  relieve 
from  accident.  But  as  the  case  before  the  court  a£fbrded  no  such 
Btate  of  facts,  the  point  was  not  decided,  and  thereupon  left  in 
doubt.    {Pierce  v.  Pierce,  26  Vi.  H.  511.) 

A  Iiusband  suifered  his  wife  to  set  up  the  millinery  business  in 
her  own  name,  and  to  manage  it  at  her  own  discretion,  he  having 
nothing  to  do  with  making  the  purchases,  keeping  the  accounts, 
or  paying  the  debts  of  the  business,  and  having  furnished  no 
capital  for  which  he  had  not  been  repaid,  and  having  had  no  com- 
munication with  those  of  whom  his  wife  made  her  purchases.  The 
court  held  that,  on  equity  principles,  the  stock  and  property  in 
the  millinery  shop  must  be  treated  as  the  separate  property  of  the 
wife,  and  be  held  liable  for  her  debts  and  subject  to  the  demands 
affecting  it ;  and  that  in  such  a  case  the  husband  has  no  equity  to 
the  goods  of  his  wife  on  the  ground  that  he  had  supported  her  and 
assisted  her  occasionally  in  the  business,  which  wiU  stand  against 
the  right  of  her  creditors.    {Partridge  v,  Stocker^  36  Vt  H.  108.) 

§  501.  The  wife  of  an  intestate  received  during  coverture  certain 
personal  property  by  gift  and  inheritance,  and  also  acquired  some 
money  by  her  own  pereonal  earnings ;  the  intestate  always  regarded 
all  this  its  his  wife's  separate  property,  and  allowed  her  to  treat  and 
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control  it  as*  sucli.  The  property  was,  during  coverture,  redncea 
to  money,  and  all  her  money  was  then  loaned  and  notes  taken 
therefor  in  the  husband's  naihe ;  but  they  were  always  regarded 
and  treated  by  him  as  her  separate  property,  and  she  kept  them  in 
a  separate  parcel  and  room  irom  that  belonging  to  him.  Shortly 
before  the  intestate's  death,  his  wife,  being  about  to  leave  home 
temporarily,  left  her  parcel  of  notes  in  her  husband's  care  for  safe 
keeping,  and  they  were  found  among  his  papers  by  his  adminis- 
trator and  inventoried  by  him  as  belonging  to  the  intestate's  estate, 
the  widow,  however,  claiming  them  as  her  own.  On  this  state  of 
facts  the  court  held  that,  as  against  the  heirs  of  the  husband,  the 
notes  were,  in  equity,  the  sole  property  of  the  wife ;  and  the 
administrator  was  therefore  allowed,  in  the  settlement  of  his 
account,  to  credit  himself  with  their  full  amount,  which  he  had 
realized  and  paid  over  to  the  widow.  {Richardson  v.  Merrill^  32 
Vt  R.  27.     Vide  also  Porter  v.  Th^  Bank  ofRuOand,  19  tJ.  410.) 

So  also  it  was  held  that  when  both  husband  and  wife  have 
always  treated  as  the  latter's  separate  property,  and  as  under  her 
entire  control,  money  and  notes  taken  for  tlie  loan  of  money 
belonging  to  her  before,  or  accruing  to  her  during,  coverture,  her 
right  to  hold  and  dispose  of  the  same  as  she  may  choose  will  be 
recc^ized  and  protected  by  courts  of  law  as  well  as  of  equity. 
She  may,  therefore,  make  such  notes  the  subject  of  a  donatio  mortit 
to  her  husband  as  trustee  for  other  persons ;  and,  even  though  the 
husband  do  not  reduce  them  to  possession  during  her  life,  the 
delivery  of  them  to  him  by  her  for  that  purpose  will  vest  in  him  a 
good  legal  title  to  them  as  against  her  administrator.  {CdldtDeU  v. 
Renfrewy  38  Vt.  R.  213.) 

§  502.  The  niere  delivery  to  the  husband,  by  the  makers  of  a 
promissory  note,  given  for  the  purchase  of  the  real  estate  of  the 
wife,  and  payable  to  her  or  bearer,  which  the  husband  immediately 
afterward  delivers  to  the  wife,  who  thereafter  retains  the  same  in 
her  possession,  it  has  been  held,  does  not  constitute  such  a  redue- 
tion  of  the  note  to  possession  by  the  husband  as  divests  the  property 
of  the  wife  therein.  To  constitute  such  a  reduction  to  possession 
of  the  choses  in  action  of  the  wife,  the  husband  must  do  some 
positive  act  to  reduce  them  to  his  own  possession.  (Barber  v. 
8lade,  30  Vt  R.  191.) 

Sq,  also,  it  is  held  that  the  mere  fact  that  a  note  is  made  payable 
to  a  married  woman  during  coverture,  and  is  expressed  to  be  for 
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▼alae  received,  imports  prima  faciey  that  the  conflideration  pro- 
ceeded from  her  or  her  real  or  personal  estate,  and  the  note  is  ber 
ehoae  in  acttorij  and  passes  to  her  administrator  unless  reduced  to 
actual  possession  by  the  husband  before  her  death.  {JSteams  v. 
Stearm,  SO  Vt.Ii.'213.) 

A  wife  who  voluntarily  and  without  good  reason,  has,  for  a  con* 
Biderable  period,  li^red  apart  from.her  husband,  aud  has  supported 
herself  without  any  assistance  from  him,  may,  if  the  husband  does 
not  previously  claim  her  earnings,  receive  them  herself,  and  after 
they  have  been  paid  to  her,  the  husband  cannot  recover  them  of 
the  personrfrom  whom  they  were  due.  {Norcrosa  v.  SogerSj  30  YU 
H.  588.) 

The  plaintiff  and  his  wife  had  difficulty  and  separated,  and  he  sub- 
Bequenily  told  her  tliat ''  if  she  was  not  going  to  live  with  him  again 
she  might  have  a  part  of  the  household  furniture,"  but  nothing  was 
said  as  to  what  articles,  or  how  much,  she  should  have ;  the  court 
lield  that  this  language  did  not  import  a  license  to-  the  wife  to  go 
to  the  plaintiff's  house  in  his  absence  and  take  away  whatever  she 
pleased  without  his  knowledge  or  consent ;  and  the  defendant  hav- 
ing, in  such  a  case,  assisted  the  wife  in  a  wrongful  taking  and 
removal  of  the  husband's  household  furniture,  tlie  court  further 
held,  that,  in  an  action  of  trover  against  such  defendant  therefor, 
the  rule  of  damages  was  correctly  held  to  be  the  value  of  the 
property,  with  the  interest,  notwithstanding  it  had  been  in 
the  exclusive  use  and  occupation  of  the  plaintifi^s  wife.  {Crump 
v.  Oak8,  38  VU  B.  566.) 

Under  a  deed  to  a  husband  and  wife  to  hold  during  their  lives 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  husband,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  may  recover  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  of  both,  without 
joining  his  wife  as  co-plaintiff,     {Park  v.  Pratt^  38  Vt  R.  545.) 

§503.  With  respect  to  the  Vermont  homestead  law,  the  courts 
have  held  that  the  property  is  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
owner's  debts  contracted  before  the  act  took  effect,  December  1, 
1850,  or  tlie  purchase  of  the  homestead.  {Perrifij  AdministrcUary 
V.  Sargeanij  33  Vt.  B.  84.) 

The  owner  .of  a  homestead,  having  a  wife,  may  convey  it  by  his 
own  deed,  and  pass  the  title  thereto  during  his  life-time.  After  his 
death,  and  not  before,  the  wife,  if  she  survives  him,  may  assert  her 
right  to  it,  provided  it  has  not  been  lost  by  acquiring  another 
homestead.    {Dams  v.  AndrewSy  80  Vi.,  H.  678.) 
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Under  the  act,  it  has  been  held,  that  after  the  decease  of  Ihe 
housekeeper  or  head  of  the  family,  his  widow  has  the  right  to  hold, 
control  and  enjoy  the  homestead  as  a  home  for  herself,  without 
restraint  or  abatement  by  any  of  the  children  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band, who  are  not  members  of  her  family.  The  clear  design  of 
the  law,  the  court  holds  to  be  to  continue  the  homestead  ertHrej 
as  the  home  of  the  widow,  or  of  the  widow  and  children  constituting 
the  family  at  the  decease  of  the  husband,  and  no  rights  of  the 
children  become  operative  to  sever  or  divert  such  homestead  from 
full  occupancy  and  enjoyment,  as  the  family  home^  so  long  as  the 
widow,  or  widow  and  children,  see  fit  to  continue  it  as  sdch  family 
home.    {Keyes  v.  HiU,  30  Vt.  R.  759.) 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  relating  to  homesteads  are  held  to 
be  sufficiently  broad  and  comprehensive  to  include  and  establish  a 
homestead  right  in  lands  in  which  the  housekeeper  or  head  of  the 
family  is  the  owner  of  an  undivided  share  as  tenant  in  common  with 
others ;  and  the  provisions  of  the  statute  are  adequate  to  ascertain 
and  set  out  the  homestead  right  in  cases  where  the  title  is  thus 
special  and  limited.  The  incumbrance  of  the  homestead  right  is 
attached,  not  to  the  land,  but  to  the  husband's  estate  in  the  land; 
and  his  widow  and  minor  children  are  entitled  to  a  full  homestead 
right  in  his  moiety  or  share  in  the  •  common  property.  The  right 
does  not  attach  to' the  whole  of  the  real  estate  owned  in  common. 
{MoClary  v.  Bud>y,  86  Vt.  R.  254.) 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  exemption  of  the  home- 
stead applies  only  to  the  house  and  the  land  connected  with  it,  and 
will  not  include  a  distinct  and  separate  parcel  not  adjoining  the 
house  lot.    {MiUe  v.  Grarvt,  36  Vt  R.  269.) 

The  products  of  a  homestead  are  exempt  from  attachment  and 
execution  absolutely  and  without  any  qualification  or  exception, 
even  if  the  debtor  has  received  an  equivalent  from  other  portions 
of  his  possessions.     [Jewett  v.  Ouyer^  38  Vt.  R.  209.) 

The  act  of  1857,  providing  for  relief  in  certain  cases  where  the 
homestead  cannot  be  conveniently  set  out  in  severalty,  applies  as 
well  to  the  homestead  left  by  a  deceased  person,  as  to  that  of 
persons  in  life.  {Chaplin  v.  Sawyer^  35  Vt.  R  286.)  Under  the 
laws  of  the  state  relating  to  the  homstead,  in  force  in  1858,  both 
homestead  and  dower  may  be  set  up  in  the  same  estate,  but  the 
dower  is  to  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the  widow's  interest  in 
the  homestead.    {Chaplin  y.  Sawyer^  supra.) 
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CHAPTER  XXXIV. 

8TATUT0BT  FOLICT  OF  THE  NEW  ENGLAND  STATES  BELATING  TO  HABHIED 
WOMEN  AND  MARITAL  BIGHTS — ^LAWS  OF  MASSACHUSETTS — ^LAWS  OF 
BHODE  ISLAND— LAWS  OF  QONNECnCUT — JITDICIAL  OONSTBUCTION  AND 
DECISIONS. 

§  504.  In  the  State  of  Massachnsetts,  the  property  both  real  and 
personal,  which  a  married  woman  owns  as  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  that  which  comes  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  beqnest, 
gift  or  grant,  that  which  she  acquires  by  her  trade,  business, 
labor,  or  services,  carried  on  or  performed  on  her  sole  and  separate 
account,  or  received  by  her  for  releasing  her  dower  by  a  deed  exe- 
cuted subsequently  to  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  of  her  husband ; 
that  which  a  woman,  married  in  the  state,  owns  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  and  the  rents,  issues,  profits,  and  proceeds  of  all  such 
property,  are  declared  by  statute  to  be  her  sole  and  separate  prop- 
erty, and  may  be  used,  collected,  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own 
name,  and  are  not  subject  to  the  interference  or  control  of  her  hus* 
band,  or  liable  for  his  debts.  The  husband  and  wife  may,  by  their 
joint  deed,  convey  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  which  is  not  her  sepsr 
rate  property,  in  like  manner  as  she  might  do  by  her  separate  deed 
if  she  were  unmarried,  but  the  wife  will  not  be  bound  by  any 
covenant  contained  in  such  joint  deed.  {Gen.  StaU,  1860^  cK 
108,  §§  1,  2.) . 

§  505.  A  married  woman  in  IM^achusetts  may  bargain,  sell 
and  convey  her  separate  real  and  personal  estate,  enter  into  any 
contracts  in  reference  to  the  same,  carry  on  any  trade  or  business, 
and  perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account, 
and  sue  and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her  separate 
property,  business,  trade,  services,  labor,  and  earnings,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  she  were  sole.  But  no  conveyance  by  her  of  shares 
in  a  corporation  or  of.  any  real  property,  except  a  lease  for  a  term 
not  exceeding  one  year,  and  a  release  of  dower  executed  subse- 
quently to  a  conveyance  of  the  estate  of  her  husband,  will  be  valid, 
without  the  assent  of  her  husband  in  writing,  or  his  joining  with 
her  in  the  conveyance,  or  the  consent  of  one  of  tlie  judges  of  the 
supreme  judicial  court,  superior  court,  or  the  probate  court,  granted 
on  her  petition  in  any  courts  on  account  of  the  sickness,  insanity^ 
or  absence  from  the  state  of  her  husband,  or  other  good  cause ;  and 
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the  husband  if  within  the  state  must  have  such  notice  of  the  peti- 
tion as  the  judge  may  order.    {Oen.  Stat.  ch.  108,  §  3.) 

§  506.  Trustees  may  be  appointed  by  the  supreme  judicial  court, 
on  the  petition  of  a  married  woman  having  separate  property,  to 
hold  the  same  in  trust  for  her,  and  she  may  thereupon  convey  the 
same  to  the  trustee  upon  such  trusts  and  to  such  uses  as  she  may 
declare.  The  trustee  may  prosecute  and  defend  all  actions  in 
relation  to  such  property  brought  by  or  against  her,  founded  on 
any  cause  of  action  relating  to  the  same ;  and  the  property  in  his 
hands  is  made  liable  to  be  attached  or  taken  on  execution  in  any 
such  action. 

The  contracts  made  by  a  married  woman  in  respect  to  her 
separate  property,  trade,  business,  labor,  or  services,  will  not  be 
binding  on  her  husband,  nor  render  him  or  his  property  liable 
therefor ;  but  she  and  her  separate  property  wiU  be  liable  for  such 
contracts  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole. 

Payment  may  be  made  to  a  married  woman  for  wages  earned 
by  her  labor,  and  her  receipt  for  the  income  of  property  held  in 
trust  for  her,  or  for  the  principal  where  the  same  is  payable  to  her, 
or  for  the  payment  to  her  of  money  deposited  by  or  due  to  her, 
before  or  after  marriage,  will  be  a  valid  receipt  and  disdiarge, 
although  her  husband  does  not  join  therein. 

The  real  estate  and  shares  in  any  corporation  standing  in  the 
name  of  a  married  woman,  which  were  her  property  at  the  time  of 
her  marriage,  or  which  became  her  property  by  deViee,  bequest,  or 
gift,  of  •any  person  except  her  husband,  are  not  liable  to  be  taken 
on  execution  against  her  husband  for  any  debt  contracted  or  cause 
of  action  arising  after  the  third  day  of  June,  1855.  {Oen.  SiaL 
eh.  108,  §§  4,  5,  6,  7.) 

§  507.  A  married  woman  having  a  separate  estate  may  be  sued 
for  any  cause  of  action  which  originated  against  her  before 
marriage,  and  her  property  is  made  liable  to  be  attached  and 
taken  on  execution  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same  effect 
as  if  she  were  sole.  The  husband  of  a  wife  married  in  the  state 
after  the  third  day  of  June,  1855,  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  for  any 
cause  of  action  which  originated  against  her  before  marriage. 

A  married  woman  may  make  a  will  of  her  real  and  separate 
personal  estate,  in  the  same  manner  as  though  he  were  sole ;  bat 
such  will  cannot  operate  to  deprive  her  husband  of  more  than  one- 
half  of  her  personal  property  without  his  consent  in  writing. 
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These  provisions,  however,  are  declared  .  not  to  invalidate  any 
marriage  settlement  or  contract,  or  authorize  the  husband  to  con- 
vey or  give  property  to  his  wife,  or  destroy  or  impair  his  rights  as 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  enable  a  married  woman  to  destroy  or 
impair  the  same  by  any  will  or  conveyance  without  his  written 
assent 

Where  the  guardian  of  a  ward  is  licensed  to  sell  the  interest  of 
his  ward  in  any  real  estate,  the  wife  may  join  with  the  guardian  in 
the  conveyance,  and  release  her  right  of  dower  and  the  estate,  or 
right  of  homestead  in  the  premises  gi*anted;  and  when  such 
guardian  is  licensed  to  sell  the  interest  of  his  ward  in.  any  real 
estate  of  his  wife,  the  wife  may  join  in  the  conveyance,  and  thereby 
Bell  and  convey  all  her  estate  and  interest  in  the  premises  granted. 
But  in  case,  of  any  such  release  of  dower,  or  the  estate  or  right  of 
homestead,  or  of  such  conveyance  of  her  own  estate,  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  may  be  so  invested  and  disposed  of  as  to  secure  to  her 
and  the  minor  children  of  the  owner,  if  it  is  an  estate  or  right  of 
homestead,  the  same  right,  use  and  benefit  of  and  in  the  principal 
sum  and  the  income  thereof  that  she  or  they  would  have  had 
therein  if  it  had  not  been  sold ;  and  any  agreement  made  between 
her  and  such  guardian  for  receiving  and  disposing  of  such  proceeds 
will  be  valid  and  binding  on  all  persons  interested  in  such  premises, 
provided  that  the  agreement  must  be  approved  by  the  probate 
court  for  the  county  in  which  the  guardian  was  appointed,  or  by 
the  supreme  court  of  probate,  in  case  she  and  the  guardian  cannot 
agree.    {Gen,  Stat.  ch.  108,-  §§  8-13.) 

§  508.  The  wife  of  a  man  who  is  under  guardianship  may  join 
with  the  guardian,  and  the  guardian  of  a  woman  may  join  with 
her  husband,  in  making  partition  of  her  real  estate  held  in  joint 
tenancy  or  in  common,  and  they  may  make  the  necessary  release  or 
conveyance  necessary  or  proper  for  the  purpose. 

Provisions  are  also  made  by  statute  for  the  conveyance  of  the 
hnsband^s  or  wife's  real  estate,  in  cases  of  insanity  of  tlie  owner, 
by  a  guardian  duly  appointed  and  authorized  for  that  purpose,  and, 
in  such  cases  of  insanity  of  the  husband,  provisions  may  be  made 
for  the  wife  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  for  ah  allowance  for  the  support 
of  the  wife  out  of  the  estate  of  the  husband,  to  be  paid  to  her  by 
the  guardian.  The  amount  of  allowance  in  such  case  is  deter- 
mined by  commissionere  appointed  by  the  court  upon  her  petition. 
{Gen.  Stat  ch.  108,  §|  14-26.) 
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The  provisions  in  favor  of  married  women  are  extended  to  par- 
ties marrying  out  of  the  state,  and  to  women  coming  from  another 
state  or  county  into  the  state  without  their  husbands,  such  hos- 
bands  having  never  lived  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  {Gti^ 
jSuU.  eh.  108,  §§  29,  80.) 

§  509.  A  wife  whose  husband  has  absented  himself  from  the 
tate,  abandoning  and  not  sufficiently  maintaining  her,  or  whose 
husband  has  been  sentenced  to  confinement  in  the  state  prison, 
may  upon  her  petition  be  authorized  by  the  supreme  judicial  coart 
to  sell,  convey  and  receipt  for,  her  real  and  personal  estate,  and  any 
personal  estate  which  may  have  come  to  her  husband  by  reason  of 
the  marriage,  and  which  remains  in  the  state  undisposed  of  by  him, 
or  to  wliich  he  is  entitled  in  her  right ;  and  to  use  and  dispose  of 
such  property  or  the  proceeds  thereof  during  the  absence  or  impris- 
onment of  her  husband,  as  if  she  were  unmarried.  And  the  court 
may  further  authorize  such  wife  to  make  contracts  in  her  own  name, 
and  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  law  or  equity,  as  if  she  were  sole.  The 
authority  so  granted  will  continue  until  the  husband  returns  into 
the  state  and  claims  his  marital  rights,  or  is  discharged  from  prison, 
and  during  its  continuance  the  wife  may  do  all  acta  necessary  for 
its  full  exercise.  And  no  suit  when  such  woman  is  a  party  will  be 
abated  by  the  return  of  her  husband  into  the  state  or  his  dischai]p;e 
from  prison,  but  he  can  be  admitted  to  prosecute  or  defend  the 
same  jointly  with  his  wife  in  like  manner  as  if  they  had  intermar- 
ried after  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  {Gen.  Stat.  ch.  lOS, 
§§  31-85.) 

§  610.  Under  the  provision  of  the  statute  requiring  the  assent  of 
the  husband  to  the  wife's  deed  of  her  sole  and  separate  property,  it 
has  been  held  that  a  woman  who  during  coverture  eicecnted  such  s 
deed  without  the  assent  of  her  husband  in  writing,  as  required  by 
the  statute,  will  not  be  compelled,  after  her  husband's  death,  by  s 
court  of  equity,  to  execute  a  new  and  valid  deed  to  the  grantee ; 
although  the  woman's  husband  orally  assented  to  the  original  deed. 
Foster,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  observed :  **  The 
defendant,  while  a  married  woman,  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  quit- 
claim deed  of  an  estate  held  by  her  as  sole  and  separate  property, 
who  has  since  deceased,  her  husband  did  not  join,  and  to  which  be 
never  gave  any  written  assent.  The  consideration  of  the  convey- 
ance was  an  agreement  by  the  plaintiff  to.  support  the  defendant 
and  her  husband  during  their  joint  lives  and  the  life  of  the  snr- 
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viror.  The  deed  of  a  married  woman,  without  her  husband's 
joinder,  at  common  law  is  absolutely  void.  The  statute  from  which 
she  derives  her  only  power  to  convey  her  sole  and  separate  property 
{Oen.  Stat.  ch.  108,  §  8)  in  express  terms  enacts  that  no  conveyance 
of  any  real  property,  except  a  lease  for  a  term  not  exceeding  one 
year,  and  a  release  of  dower  subsequently  to  a  conveyance  by  her 
husbandi  shall  be  valid  without  the  assent  of  her  husband  in  writ- 
ing or  his  joining  with  her  in  the  conveyance. 

*'  It  is  not  contended  that  the  deed  actually  executed  was  other- 
wise than  utterly  void ;  its  admitted  invalidity  is  the  foundation  of 
the  supposed  equity  which  the  plaintiff  now  invokes  the  aid  of  the 
court  to  enforce.  ISor  is  it  claimed  that  while  the  husband  lived 
there  was  any  foundation  for  a  suit  in  equity  i^ainst  him  to  com- 
pel his  written  assent,  i*nd  thereby  to  perfect  the  void  conveyance. 
But,  by  reason  of  his  death,  the  plaintiff  insists  that  he  is  eatitled 
to  require  from  the  defendant  a  new  couveyance,  which,  as  zfeme' 
doUf  she  is  now  competent  to  execute;  In  our  opinion,  however, 
the  written  assent  of  the  husband  is  as  indispensable  to  theiraUdity 
of  an  executory  agreement,  by  a  married  woman,  to  convey  her 
real  estate,  as  to  an  executed  conveyance  thereo£  The  restrictive 
clause  of  the  section  requiring  the  husband's  written  consent  is* as 
broad  as  that  which  confers  the  power  to  convey.  It  would  be  a 
preposterous  construction  to  hold  that  a  married  woman,  might 
alone  enter  into  a  binding  agreement  to  do  that  which  she 
could  not  actually  do  without  her  husband's  concurrence.  *  *  * 
Upon  what  principle  can  it  be  maintained,  that  an  instrument  wholly 
void  upon  its  execution  is  made  valid  and  capable  of  enforcement 
in  equity  by  the  contingency  of  the  husband's  death  t  The  deed, 
when  executed,  was  inoperative  for  want  of  power  on  the  part  of 
the  grantor.  The  removal  of  the  disability  of  coverture  cannot 
possibly  render  effectual  and  binding  a  contract  or  conveyance 
made  while  that  disability  continued,  and  by  reason  thereof 
originally  a  mere  nullity.  Whether  the  section  under  considera- 
tion be  considered  as  one  conferring  a  power  not  previously 
possessed  by  married  women,  but  on  condition  of  the  husband's 
written  consent,  which  is  its  form ;  or  as  a  protective  enactment 
requiring  such  written  consent  for  the  benefit  and  security  of  the 
wife's  interests,  which  is  its  substance ;  in  either  view,  its  effect 
and  construction  must  be  the  same.  *  *  *  A  court  of  equity 
has  no  more  jurisdiction  than  a  court  of  law  to  recognize  and  give 
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effect  to  instrnnieiits  inoperative  for  want  of  compliance  with  a 
condition  made  by  statute  prerequisite  to  their  validity."  {Towm- 
ley  V.  Ch<ipin,  12  AUerCs  E,  476,  478,  479,  480.)  The  principle 
settled  in  this  case  is  an  important  one,  and  amply  justifies  the 
space  given  to  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  assent  in  writing  required  by  the  statute  of  the  husband  of 
his  wife's  conveyance  of  her  separate  real  estate  which  is  not 
occupied  by  them  as  a  homestead,  is  sufficiently  shown  by  proof  of 
a  deed  thereof  signed  and  sealed  by  both  of  them,  and  containing 
these  words :  '^  In  witness  whereof  I,  the  said  ^  married  woman/ 
and  B.  my  husband,  in  token  of  our  release  of  all  right  and  title  of 
or  to  both  dower  and  homestead  in  the  granted  premises,  have  here- 
unto set  our  hands  and  seals."    {HUU  v.  Bearse^  9  AUeri^s  JS.  403.) 

§  511.  Under  the  statute,  it  is  observed  that  <a  married  womaa 
may,  if  she  choose,  keep  her  personal  earnings  to  herself  as  her  sob 
and  separate  property ;  but  it  has  been  held,  nevertheless,  that  she 
may  waive  that  right  if  she  sees  fit;  and,  in  conformity  with  tiiift 
holding,  it  was  decided,  that  if  a  mamed  woman  buys  articles  of 
furniture  for  family  use  from  time  to  time,  paying  for  them  partly 
with  her  own  earnings,  and  partly  with  money  furnished  by  b» 
husband,  and  not  discriminating  or  separating  part  of  the  property 
as  her  own  from  the  rest,  and  there  being  nothing  in  the  articles 
themselves  to  indicate  that  they  were  for  her  personal  and  exclusiye 
use,  it  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  wife  does  not  claim  or  have 
any  separate  title  or  exclusive  right  in  any  portion  of  them.  {Kdly 
V.  Brew,  12  Allen's  B.  107.) 

A  feme-covert  cannot  sustain  an  action  against  partners,  of  whom 
her  husband  is  one,  to  recover  compensation  for  services  performed 
for  them.  She  cannot  contract  with  her  husband,  and  is  not  there- 
fore able  to  contract  with  other  parties  jointly  with  him.  {BHioards 
V.  Stevens^  3  Alienee  JR.  315.)  Neither  can  a  married  woman  form 
a  partnership  with  her  husband,  and  she  is  not  liable  upon  a  prom- 
issory note  given  by  a  fiim  of  which  by  partnerehip  articles  she  and 
her  husband  have  agreed  to  be  members.  {Lard  v.  Parker^  3 
Alienee  Ji.  127.)  But  a  married  woman  may  belong  to  a  trading 
partnership,  so  as  to  be  bound  by  a  promissory  note  given  in  the 
partnership  name,  if  her  husband  is  not  a  member  thereof.  {Plumer 
V.  Lord,  5  AUerCe  R.  460.)     • 

It  has  been  held  that  if  a  married  woman  who  has  joined  in 
several  deeds  of  her  own  estate,  by  her.  husband's  request,  and 
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allowed  him  to  keep  the  money  received  therefor,  afterward  joins 
in  another  similar  deed,  in  consideration  of  his  executing  to  tlieir 
daughter  a  note  and  mortgage  for  a  larger  sum  than  the  amount 
received  for  the  last  conveyance,  the  mortgage  >vill  be  valid,  in  the 
absence  of  any  fraudulent  intent  in  either  of  the  parties  to  it. 
{Brooks  V.  Dairym/pU,  12  AUmh  R,  102.) 

By  the  statute,  a  married  woman  is  enabled  to  hold  money  and 
personal  property  within  certain  limits,  and  obtained  in  a  particu- 
lar way,  but  that  is  an  exceptional  case,  and  it. is  held  that,  not- 
withstanding the  statute,  personal  property  in  the  possession  of  the 
wife  is  to  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence,  to  be 
the  property  of  her  husband.  This  was  the  rule  of  the  common  law, 
adopted  and  acted  upon  in  the  commonwealth,  until  the  passage 
of  the  statute  of  1855,  chapter  304,  enabling  married  women  to 
have  property  in  their  own  right  and  to  their  own  use ;  and  it  is 
tliought  the  statute  does  not  vary  this  presumption  of  fact,  and  the 
party  whose  case  requires  him  to  prove  property  in  the  wife  must 
therefore  rebut  such  presumption,  and  show  facte  which  bring  it 
within  the  statute  as  a  case  in  which  the  statute  declares  it  to  be 
the  separate  property  of  the  wife.  {CommotiweaUh  v.  Williams^  7 
Gra-ffB  R.  337,  338.)  The  rule,  as  we  have  seen,  has  been  declared 
to  be  different  in  the  State  of  New  York. 

Money  paid  by  a  married  woman  before  the  statute  of  1855,  upon 
a  bond  to  convey  land  to  her,  has  been  held  to  be  optima  fade  the 
property  of  her  husband,  and  may  be  recovered  back  by  him  on 
offering  to  surrender  the  bond.  And,  before  the  statute,  the  earn- 
ings of  the  personal  labor  of  a  wife,  even  when  living  apart  from 
her  husband,  were  his  property,  and  might  be  recovered  by  him 
from  one  to  whom  she  had  assigned  them  without  value.  The 
statute,  however,  has  now  changed  this  common  law  rule.  {Casey 
V.  Wiggin^  8  Oray^s  R,  231.    MoKamlin  v.  Breslm^  Ih.  177.) 

If  a  married  woman  purchase  personal  property  with  her  owu 
means,  or  upon  her  own  credit  exclusively,  and  takes  the  convey- 
ance to  herself  for  her  own  use,  the  property  becomes  her  separate 
property,  and  is  not  liable  for  her  husband^s  debte,  although  in 
making  the  conveyance  there  is  no  express  statement,  in  writing  or 
otherwise,  that.it  is  to  be  held  as  her  separate  property.  {Spavldr 
ing  V.  2>ay,  10  Attends  R.  96.) 

§  512.  It  is  provided  by  statute  that  whenever  any  property  shall 
be  secured    to  any  married  woman,  or   conveyed,  devised    or 
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bequeathed  to  her,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  "  such 
woman  shall,  in  respect  to  all  such  property,  have  the  same  rights 
and  powers,  and  be  entitled  to  the  same  remedies  in  her  ovn 
name,  at  law  and  in  equity,  and  be  liable  to  be  sued  at  law 
and  in  equity  upon  any  contract  by  her  made,  or  any  wrong  by 
her  done,  in  respect  to  such  property,  and  also  upon  any  con- 
tract by  her  made  or  wrong  by  her  done  before  her  marriage,  in  the 
same  manner  and  with  the  same  effect  as  if  she  was  unmarried ; 
and  all  such  property  maybe  attached  in  any  such  suit,  and  may 
be  taken  on  execution,  as  if  she  held  the  same  being  unmarried.^ 

The  statute  farther  provides,  that  if  any  married  woman,  holding 
property  to  her  separate  use  by  virtue  of  this  act,  shall  die  intestate, 
all  her  right  and  interest  in  any  personal  property  thus  held  shall 
vest  in  the  husband,  iinless  other  provision  is  made  in  relation 
thereto  by  the  terms  of  the  contracts  or  conveyances  imder  which 
she  holds ;  and  that  he  shall  be  entitled  to  his  estate  by  the  curtesy 
in  all  lands  and  tenements  held  by  his  wife,  as  if  the  act  had  not 
been  passed.  {Laws  of  1845,  ch.  208.)  Under  this  statute  it  has 
been  held  that  a  conveyanoe  by  a  married  woman,  in  which  her 
husband  does  not  join,  of  property  held  by  her  to  her  separate  use 
by  virtue  of  the  statute,  passes  a  valid  title,  subject  only  to  the 
estate  by  the  curtesy  secured  to  the  husband  by  the  statute.  {Bed 
V.  Wa/rren,2  Qray^B  H.  447.) 

A  wife,  by  joining  with  her  husband  in  a  written  contract  with 
a  mechanic  for  furnishing  labor  or  materials  for  erecting  a  building 
on  her  land,  does  not  thereby  create  a  lien  on  her  estate  in  the.land 
for  the  amount  duo  to  the  mechanic  for  such  labor  or  material^ 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  which  give  a  lien  to  mechanics 
and  others  for  the  cost  of  repairs  and  improvements  on  real  estate; 
but  if  the  husband  and  wife  have  a  child  born  alive  in  such  a  case, 
the  mechanic's  lien  will  extend  to  the  husband's  estate  in  the  land 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate.  {Kirby  v.  Tead^  13  Metoa^i 
R.  149.) 

§  513.  By  an  antenuptial  contract  between  a  man  and  his  in- 
tended wife,  such  intended  wife  was  to  hold  her  property  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use,  and  was  to  advance  to  the  intended  husband 
certain  promissory  notes  owned  by  her;  with  the  pn)ceedsof  which 
the  husband  was  to  redeem  his  mortgaged  farm,  and  convey  one 
half  thereof  to  his  intended  wife,  and  have  the  use  of  such  half  so 
long  as  he  should  be  a  faithful  husband  to  his  intended  wife ;  the 
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intended  hnsband,  however,  even  then  had  no  legal  right  to  redeem 
his  farm,  as  the  right  to  redeem  it  was  wholly  gone  from  him ; 
whereupon  the  parties  were  married  and  the  husband  soon  there- 
after took  the  notes  from  his  wife  without  her  consent,  and  put 
them  into  the  hands  of  his  attomoTS,  to  be  collected  for  him ;  the 
wife  petitioned  the  court  to  appoint  a  trustee  to  hold  her  separate 
property  in  trust  for  her,  and  the  court  appointed  a  tnistee  accord- 
ingly, and  the  wife  immediately  conveyed  to  such  trustee  all  her 
separate  property  in  trust  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute ; 
and  the  trustee  then  brought  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  husband 
and  his  attorneys,  praying  that  they  might  be  required,  by  decree, 
to  deliver  said  notes  to  him,  and  might  be  restrayied  from  prose- 
cuting actions  against  the  makers  of  the  notes,  and  from*  receiving 
any  money  due  thereon  :  the  court  held  that  the  trustee  was  entitled 
to  a  decree  against  the  husband  declaring  the  title  of  such  trustee 
to  the  notes  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  also  to  a  decree  against 
the  husband's  attorneys,  requiring  them  to  account  for  and  deliver 
over  to  the  trustee  the  notes  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  on  payment 
of  their  legal  costs  and  expenses  for  services  and  disbursements. 
{Tinker  v.  Beach,  11  Mete.  E.  349.) 

§  514.  By  a  recent  statute  of  the  general  court,  it  is  provided 
that  any  married  woman  doing  or  proposing  to  do  business  on  her 
separate  account  shall  file  a  certificate  in  the  clerk's  olBSce  of  the 
city  or  town  where  she  does  or  proposes  to  do  business,  setting  forth 
the  name  of  her  husband,  the  nature  of  the  business  proposed  to 
be  done,  and  in  case  no  such  certificate  shall  be  filed,  such  married 
woman  is  not  allowed  to  claim  any  property  employed  in  said 
business  as  against  any  creditors  of  her  husband,  but  the  same  may 
be  attached  on  mesne  process  by  any  such  creditor  or  taken  upon 
execution  against  the  husband  of  such  woman.  ,{La/w%  of  1862, 
ch.  198.) 

The  language  of  this  statute  is  broad  and  comprehensive,  and 
includes  property  belonging  to  a  married  woman  of  every  kind 
which  is  employed  by  her  in  carrying  on  business  on  her  sole 
accouiit.  The  object  of  the  statute  has  been  declared  to  be  to 
afford  the  means  of  ascertaining  in  which  of  the  two  persons,  the 
husband  or  wife,  apparently  in  the  possession  and»  use  of  property 
in  carrying  on  any  kind  of  trade  or  occupation,  the  title  is  vested, 
Bo  that  all  having  occasion  to  transact  business  with  either  may 
r^ulate  their  dealings  accordingly.    It  has,  therefore,  been  held 
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that  the  statnte  applies  to  furniture  used  in  a  boarding-house 
kept  by  a  married  woman.  {Chapman  v.  JBrigga,  11  AUeni 
a.  546.) 

§  515.  Under  the  statute  of  1845,  chapter  208,  a  married  woman 
to  whom  real  estate  had  been  conveyed,  without  words  expressing 
tliat  it  was  to  be  held  by  her  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  could  not 
make  a  valid  conveyance  thereof,  without  her  husband's  joining  as 
grantor ;  and  a  deed  not  so  executed  cannot  be  reformed  in  equity. 
{Jewed  V.  Davia^  10  Attends  li.  68.  Gerrish  v.  Maeofiy  4  Gray'i 
^.432.  But  vide  PerkinsY.  Hi^hardsany  11  Allen's  Ji.53S.)  Bat 
in  reference  to  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  which  is  held 
exclusively  to  h^r  own  use,  and  which  she  may,  by  virtue  of  a  later 
statute,  convey  by  her  own  deed,  with  the  written  assent  of  her 
husband,  a  different  rule  would  apply,  and  she  may  be  required 
specifically  to  perform  her  contract  entered  into  with  respect  to 
such  separate  property.  (  Vide  Baker  v.  Hathaway j  5  Alienee  R. 
103.    But  vide  Towneley  v.  Chapin^  12  ih.  476.) 

If  a  woman  mortgages  lier  land  to  secure  a  debt  to  a  third  perEon, 
her  subsequent  marriage  to  the  mortgagor  will  not  extinguish  the 
mortgage ;  but  after  his  death  his  legal  representatives  may  enforce 
it.  Nor  will  the  appointment  of  the  mortgagor  as  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  the  third  person  have  this  effect,  if  no  funds  come 
into  his  hands  which  can  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  mor^sge 
debt.  In  such  case,  the  fact  that  during  the  inarriage  her  husbsnd 
undertook  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  that  he  executed  a  will 
treating  the  mortgaged  premises  as  his  own,  cannot  l^rally  preju- 
dice her  rights  after  his  death.  A  married  woman  cannot  during 
coverture  be  barred  of  her  estate,  held  without  any  limitation  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use,  by  an  eeioppd  in  pais.  {Bemis  v.  CaU^  10 
AUen's  £.  512.) 

§  516.  There  are  three  statutes  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the 
power  of  a  feme-covert  to  bind  herself  by  her  contract,  which 
essentially  modify  the  maiital  rights  of  parties  as  they  exist  at 
common  law,  and  greatly  increase  the  rights  and  obligations  of 
married  women.  By  the  statute  of  1845  it  is  provided  that  a  msr- 
ried  woman  may,  upon  certain  prescribed  terms  and  conditions,  in 
pursuance  of  a  written  contract  entered  into  between  the  parties 
before  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage,  hold  the  whole  or  asj 
designated  part  of  the  real  or  personal  estate  of  which  she  may  be 
seised  or  possessed  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  to  her  8<de  and  sepa- 
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rate  use,  free  from  the  interference  and  control  of  her  husband, 
and  also  may  in  like  manner  hold  such  as  shall  be  conveyed  or 
bequeathed  to  her  afterward,  io  be  held  in  like  manner  and  for  the 
same  purpose.  {Lawa  of  1845,  ch.  208,  §§1,2,  8.)  The  statute  of 
1855  declares  that  all  the  real  and  personal  property  of  any  woman 
who  shall  thenceforward  be  married  in  the  commonwealth,  which 
she  owns  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  or  to  which  she  afterward 
acquires  a  title  by  descent,  devise  or  bequest,  or  by  the  gift  of  any 
person  except  her  husband,  shall  be  and  remain  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate property  notwithstanding  her  marriage.  {Laws  of  1855,  ch, 
304,  §  1.)  The  statute  of  1857  goes  still  further,  and  declares  not 
only  that  "  the  property,  both  real  and  personal,  which  any  woman 
who  may  now  be  married  in  this  commonwealth,  may  now  own  as 
her  sole  and  separate  property,"  but  also  that  "  any  real  or  personal 
pi*operty  which  shall  hereafter  come  to  her  by  descent,  devise  or 
bequest,  or  the  gift  of  any  person  except  her  Imsband,  shall  remain 
her  sole  and  separate  property  notwithstanding  her  marriage,  and 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  or  liable  for  his 
debts."  {LavM  of  1857,  ch.  249,  §  1.)  These  statutes  are  all  in 
derogation  of  the  common  law,  and  are  not  to  be  extended  by  con- 
struction. Hence,  it  has  been  held  that  no  claim  arises  against  a 
married  woman  for  money  paid  by  her  reqaest  in  reference  to  land 
of  which,  after  her  marriage,  and  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
1855,  refen^ed  to,  she  received  a  deed  from  her  father  in  her  own 
name,  but  with  no  provision  therein  that  she  shonld  hold  the  land 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  or  free  from  the  interference  or  con** 
trol  of  her  husband.  {Smith  v.  Bird^  8  Attends  B,  34.)  It  has, 
however,  been  held  that  a  married  woman  who  holds  a  bond  with 
condition  to  convey  land  to  her,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  free 
from  the  interference  and  control  of  her  husband,  upon  inpayment 
of  a  certain  sum,  is  liable  in  an  action  -at  law,  under  the  statutes  of 
the  commonwealth,  upon  a  promissory  note  given  by  her  for  money 
borrowed  to  be  applied  and  actually  applied  in  payment  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  secure  to  her  the  conveyance  of  the  land,  and 
also  upon  a  promissory  note  given  by  her  for  money  borrowed  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  debts  contracted  by  her  for  matters  neces- 
sary for  the  carrying  on  of  a  farm,  after  she  had  received  a  deed 
therefor.    {Amea  v.  Foster^  3  Attends  R.  541.) 

Under  the  statute  of  1857,  a  note  made  payable  to  a  married 
woman  is  exempt  from  attachment  by  subsequent  creditors  of  h«r 
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husband.    {Chapman  y.  WHUama^  18  Oray^B  H.  416.    JBul  vide 
Woodcock  V,  Heedy  5  AUm^s  2i.  207.) 

§  517.  A  married  woman  who  carries  on  the  bnaineflB  of  keeping 
boarders  on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  and  has  purchased  goods 
to  be  used  in.  her  business  upon  her  sole  credit,  is  liable  therefOT 
under  the  statute  of  1855,  although  her  husband  lived  with  faer  at 
the  time  when  the  goods  were  purchased ;  and  her  own  acts  and 
admissions  in  reference  to  her  business  are  competent  evidence 
against  her;  but  she  is  not  liable  on  a  note  given  by  her  in 
payment  for  goods  originally  sold  and  charged  to  her  husband. 
{Parker  r.  Simonds^  1  AUerCs  R.  258.) 

So  a  married  woman  is  liable  upon  a  note  signed,  by  her  jcMBtlv 
with  her  husband  in  payment  for  lumber  and  materiak  sold 
and  delivered  upon  land  owned  and  held  by  her  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  designed  for  and  actually  used  in  the  repair  of . 
buildings  standing  tliereon,  she  knowing  all  the  facta;  and  abo 
on  notes  given  in  renewal  thereof.  {Parker  v.  Kane^  1  AUefCi 
R.  346.) 

So,  also,  under  the  statutes  in  force,  a  mortgage  of  the  land  of 
a  married  woman  held  by  h^  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  executed 
without  duress  by  her  and  her  husband  jointly,  to  secure  a  debt  of 
her  husband  and  a  third  person,  is  valid ;  and  the  fact  that  die 
signed  a  note  for  the  same  debt  as  surety  for  them  is  inunateriaL 
And  if  a  niarried  woman  has  jointly  with  her  husband  executed  a 
deed  of  land  held  by  her  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  the  effect  of 
the  words  of  grant  in  the  early  part  of  the  deed  is  not  oontzoDed 
by  a  statement  in  the  last  clause  that  she  signs  in  token  of  her 
release  of  dower.    {BarUett  v.  BartUtt^  1  AUerCs  R.  440.) 

An  indorsement  of  a  draft  by  a  husband  to  bis  wife,  and  her 
subsequent  indorsement  of  it  with  his  assent  to  a  third  person,  are 
suiScient  to  vest  in  the  latter  a  valid  title.  {Slaxoson  v.  Zmnfy  5 
Allen's  R.  340.) 

A  married  woman  who  carries  on  the  business  of  farming  upon 
land  for  which  she  holds  a  bond  for  a  deed,  to  her  sole  and  sepante 
use,  is  liable  npon  a  pix>missory  note  given  by  her  for  moaey 
borrowed  to  enable  her  to  pay  for  the  land,  and  actually  applied  by 
her  to  that  purpose.  {Chapman  v.  Foster^  6  Alienee  R,  136.)  And 
a  promissory  note  given  by  a  married  woman  for  land  conveyed  to 
her,  to  her  so|e  and  separate  use,  is  valid  under  the  statate. 
{Stewart  v.  Jenkins^  6  Allen's  R.  800.) 
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§  518.  Under  articles  of  agreement  signed  by  a  married  woman, 
her  husband,  and  several  other  persons,  reciting  that  she  and  one 
of  the  others  had  taken  a  Jease  of  certain  manufacturing  works, 
and  providing  that  she  shall  furnish  a  certain  amount  of  capital,  at 
eight  per  cent,  and  that  her  husband  shall  devote  his  whole  time 
to  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  the  articles,  and  mak- 
ing special  provisions  as  to  the  duties  and  rights  of  the  others,  and 
further  providing  that  "  she  or  her  husband,  a«  they  two  may 
decide  or  agree,  shall  receive  one*half  of  the  net  profits  of  the  con- 
cern ; "  the  court  held  that  the  husband  is  a  partner  in  the  firm ; 
and  that  therefore  the  wife  is  not  a  partner,  and  is  not  liable  upon 
a  promissory  note  given  in  the  name  of  the  firm.  {Plumer  v. 
Lard,  1  Allen's  R,  ^9^1.) 

A  married  woman  is  not  liable  for  lumber  purchased  by  and 
delivered  to  her  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute  of  1857, 
chapter  249,  to  bo  usod  in  making  alterations  and  repairs  on  a 
building  upon  land  held  by  her  under  a  deed  which  contained  no 
provision  that  she  should  hold  the  land  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use,  or  free  from  the  interference  or  control  of  her  husband.  {Oram 
V.  Kelley^  T  Attends  H,  250.)  But  a  married  woman  may  be  held 
liable  under  the  statute  of  1845,  chapter  308,  upon  covenants  con- 
tained in  a  deed  of  laud  in  another  state,  held  by  her  to  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  and  conveyed  as  the  consideration  of  a  deed  of 
land  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  which  was  conveyed  to  her,  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  free  from  the  interference  or  control  of 
her  husband ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  her  husband  joined' 
with  her  in  the  deed  and  covenants  is  immaterial.  {Basford  v. 
Peardm,  7  Allen's  R.  504.) 

A  bill  in  equity  lies  to  enforce  payment  out  of  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woI^an,  so  far  as  she  has  the  right  of  disposal 
thereof,  of  a  bond  given  by  her  for  the  price  of  land  conveyed  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  provided  that  no  eifectual  remedy  exists 
at  law,  and  the  creditor  is  not  confined  to  collateral  security  held 
by  him  for  the  bond.  In  such  case  tlie  bill  need  not  set  out  any 
specific  estate  or  property  belonging  to  the  defendant  in  her  own 
right,  but  may  allege  generally,  that  she  is  possessed  of  property 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  subject  to  her  disposal,  which  is 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the  bond.  {Rogers  v.  Ward^  8 
AUerCs  R.  387.) 
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No  farther  review  of  the  cases  which  have  arisen  under  the 
Massachusetts  statutes  respecting  marital  rights,  and  the  powers 
and  obligations  of  married  women,  is  deemed  necessary,  as  the 
foregoing  seem  to  cover  the  whole  ground,  and  embrace  fuUj 
the  doctrine  of  the  courts  upon  the  subject. 

§  519.  In  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  the  statute  provides  that 
when  any  married  woman  coming  into  the  state  to  reside,  fn>m 
another  state  or  country,  without  her  husband,  he  never  having 
lived  with  her  in  the  state,  and  shall  continue  to  reside  in  the  state 
without  her  husband,  for  the  space  of  one  year  continuously,  she 
may  afterward,  during  her  separate  residence  th^in,  transact 
business,  make  contracts,  "prosecute  and  defend  suits  in  her  own 
name,  and  dispose  of  such  of  her  property  which  she  may  acquire 
by  her  own  industry  or  otherwise.  And  she  may  make  and  exe- 
cute any  deeds  and  other  instruments  in  her  own  name,  and  do  all 
other  lawful  acts  that  may  be  necessary  or  proper  to  carry  into 
effect  the  power  granted  to  her.  She  will  be  liable  to  be  sued  as 
if  she  were  unmarried,  upon  all  contracts,  and  for  aU  other  ads 
made  or  done  by  her  after  the  expiration  of  said  term  of  one  year. 
If  her  husband  shall  afterward  come  intc)  the*  state  and  claim  his 
marital  rights,  his  arrival  in  the  state  will  have  the  same  effect 
with  regard  to  any  suit  then  pending  in  which  she  is  a  party, 
except  to  abate  the  same,  and  to  any  contract  or  businew  trane- 
acted  by  her  under  the  power  granted  in  these  provisions,  as  if 
they  had  been  first  married  at  the  time  of  his  arrival,' and  no  other 
effect.    {Rev.  Stat.  1867,  ch.  185,  §§  1-5.) 

§  520.  The  real  estate,  chattels  real,  and  personal  estate,  which 
are  the  property  of  a  married  woman  before  marriage,  or  which 
may  become  her  property  after  mamage,  or  which  may  be  acquired 
by  her  own  industry,  are  so  far  secured  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use  that  tlie  same,  and  the  rents,  profits,  and  income  thereof,  shall 
not  be  liable  to  be  attached  or  in  any  way  taken  for  the  debts  of 
the  husband,  either  before  or  after  his  death ;  and,  upon  tlie  death 
of  the  husband  in  the  life-time  of  the  wife,  will  be  and  remain  her 
sole  and  separate  property.  In  case  of  the  sale  of  any  such  prop- 
perty,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or  any  part  of  the  same,  may  be 
invested  in  the  name  of  the  wife  in  any  property,  'and  be  secured 
to  and  holden  by  the  wife  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  same 
rights  and  effect  as  the  property  sold.  Thereceipt  or  discharge  of 
the  husband  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  such  property  will  be  r. 
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sufficient  receipt  or  discharge  therefor,  tmless  previous  notice  in 
writing  be  given  by  the  wife  to  the  lessee,  debtor,  or  incorporated 
company,  from  whom  such  rents  or  profits  are  payable ;  in  which 
case  the  sole  and  separate  receipt  or  discharge  of  the  wife  will 
alone  be  a  sufficient  receipt  and  discharge  therefor,  and  the  receipt 
of  the  wife  will  in  all  cases  be  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the  pay- 
ment or  delivery  to  her  of  her  own  property.    {Rev,  Stat.  ch.  136, 

§§  1,  2,  3.) 

§  521.  The  chattels  real,  household  furniture,  plate,  jewels,  stock 
or  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  any  incorporated  company,  money 
on  deposit  in  any  savings  bank  or  institution  for  savings,  with  the 
interest  thereon,  or  debts  secured  by  mortgage  on  property,  which 
are  the  property  of  any  woman  before  marriage,  or  which  may 
become  her  property  after  marriage,  cannot  be  sold,  leased,  or  con- 
veyed by  the  husband  unless  by  deed,  in  which  the  wife  must  join 
as  grantor,  which  deed  is  required  to  be  acknowledged  in  the  manner 
provided  for  the  conveyance  of  the  real  estate  of  married  women. 

Any  married  woman  is  authorized  by  statute  to  sell  and  convey 
any  of  her  personal  estate,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
single  and  unmarried ;  and  to  make  contracts  respecting  the  sale 
and  conveyance  thereof,  with  the  same  effect,  and  with  the  same 
rights,  remedies  and  liabilities  as  if  such  contracts  had  been  made 
before  marriage ;  although  this  provision  is  not  to  be  construed  to 
authorize  any  married  woman  to  transact  business  as  a  trader. 
Neither  does  this  provision  apply  to  the  case  of  lands  and  tene- 
ments, or  other  real  estate,  held  by  the  husband  and  wife,  being  of 
lawful  age,  in  the  right  of  the  wife.  Such  real  estate  can  only  be 
conveyed  by  deed  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  signed,  s^led 
and  delivered  by  the  husband  and  wife  respectively.  The  wife  in 
such  cases  must  acknowledge  the  execution  of  the  deed  o;r  other 
instrument  upon  a  private  examination  apart  from  her  husband. 
{Rev.  Stat:  ch.  186,  §§  4-8.) 

§  522.  If  any  deed  affecting  the  wife^s  dower  right  in  the  estate 
of  her  husband  be  executed  by  the  attorney  of  the  wife  during  the 
life  of  the  husband,  the  letter  of  attorney  must  be  executed  and 
acknowledged  with  the  same  formalities  as  are  required  in  the 
execution  and  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  by  a  husband  and  wife 
of  an  estate  held  in  the  right  of  the  wife. 

Any  married  woman  of  sane  mind,  and  of  twenty-one  years  of 
age  and  upward,  may  dispose  of  her  real  estate,  or  any  portion 
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of  the  same,  and,  being  of  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  upward, 
may  dispose  of  her  personal  estate,  or  any  portion  of  the  same,  by 
last  will  and  testament,  executed  in  the -manner  in  which  otber 
wills  are  required  to  be  executed  for  disposition  of  like  property. 
The  right  of  the  husband  in  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,  and  his  right  to  administer  without  action  upon  her 
personal  estate  not  disposed  of  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  are 
not  impaired  by  these  provisions  of  the  statute;  nor  do  these  pro- 
visions authorize  the  husband  to  give  unto,  or  settle  any  of  hia 
property  upon  his  wife,  in  any  other  manner  or  with  any  other 
effect  than  is  by  general  law  allowed.    {Rev.  Stat  ch.  136,  §§  9-13.) 

§  523,  The  property  secured  to  any  married  woman  by  these 
provisions  of  the  statute  is  made  liable  to  attachment  or  levy  for 
her  debts  contracted  before  marriage,  and  for  her  liabilities  on  sneh 
contracts,  as  she  is  authorized  to  make  under  such  provisions,  under 
the  same  circumstances,  and  with  the  same  effect,  as  if  she  had 
continued  sole  and  unmarried.  And  it  is  declared  that  nothing 
in  such  provisions  shall  be  construed  to  impair  any  lien  or  right  of 
lien  therein,  or  any  remedy  by  law  provided  for  the  enforcement 
thereof.  In  all  actions  relating  to  the  property  of  any  mairied 
woman,  secured  to  her  by  these  provisions,  the  husband  and  wife 
must  jointly  sue  and  be  sued,  except  in  case  a  trustee  of  the  same 
be  appointed  as  provided  by  law,  and  except  in  actions  upon  such 
contracts  as  she  is  authorized  to  make  in  relation  to  her  personal 
estate,  tlie  wife  may  sue  and  be  sued  alone.  In  case  of  recoveiy 
by  any  husband  and  wife,  or  wife,  in  any  such  action  the  amount 
recovered  may  be  invested  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  in  any  property, 
with  the  same  rights  and  effect  as  if  the  same 'had  remained  in  the 
possession  of  the  wife,  whether  the  right  of  action  accrued  before 
or  after  marriage ;  and  all  such  actions  and  rights  of  action  will 
survive  the  death  of  eitlier  husband  or  wife,  {Rev.  Stat.  ch.  136, 
§§14,15,J6.) 

Real  estate  in  the  state  belonging  to,  or  cx)ming  or  descending  to 
any  woman  born  in  the  United  States,  or  who  has  been  otherwise 
a  citizen  thereof,  will,  upon  her  death,  notwithstanding  her  mar- 
riage with  anv  alien  and  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  descend  to 
her  lawful  children  of  such  marriage,  if  any,  and  their  descendants 
in  like  manner  and  with  like  effect,  as  if  such  children  or  their 
descendants  were  native  born  or  naturalized  citizens  of  the  Um'ted 
States.    {Reo.  Stat.  eh.  176,  §  22.^ 
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%  MA.  It  Las  been  held  that  in  a  suit  by  fansband  and  wife  to 
recover  wages  earned  by  tlie  wife  before  marriage,  the  wife  is  not 
competent  to  testify  in  favor  o^  her  claim,  her  husband  being  a 
party  and  interested  in  the  costs  of  the  suit.  {DonneUy  v.  Smithy 
7  B.  I.  JR.  12.) 

It  haa  been  further  held,  that  in  trover  for  the  note  given  on  the 
purchase  of  the  property  of  a  married  woman  by  the  adminis* 
trator  of  the  wife  against  the  purchaser,  into  whose  hands  it  had 
got  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  the  act  with  respect  to  the  wife 
under  age  joining  with  her  husband  in  the  sale  of  her  estate,  was 
not  designed  to  prevent  the  succession  of  the  wife's  administrator 
to  the  note,  and  to  give  it  to  her  heirs,  but  merely  to  designate  that 
the  same  class  of  heirs  under  the  ancestral  clause  of  the  statute  of 
descents,  should  be  entitled  to  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  note  as  would  have  inherited  the  real  estate  had  it  never  been 
converted  into  personalty.  {TiUinghasty  AdminutratoTy  v.  SoJr 
hrooky  7  R.  L  R.  230.) 

A  married  woman  is  not  liable  in  covenant  jointly  with  her  hus- 
band, for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  against  incumbrances,  contained 
in  the  deed  of  the  husband  and  wife,  of  her  estate ;  and,  in  strict 
course,  the  plaintiff  joining  her  in  such  action,  must  become  nopsuit ; 
although  the  court  may  allow  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  to  amend 
the  writ  and  declaration  by  striking  out  the  wife  as  a  party  defend- 
ant, and  take  judgment  against  the  husband  alone,  without  casta, 
{Porter  v.  Bradley,  7  R.  L  R.  538.) 

A  married  woman  having  separate  property  may  purchase  wit^ 
it  property  from  her  husbaud,  and,  if  the  price  paid. by  her  be 
adequate  to  the  value  of  her  purchase,  her  title  will  be^maintained 
against  her  husband's  creditors,  both  at  law  and  in  equity.  {Stead- 
man  V.  Wilbur,  7  R.  I.  R.  481.) 

A  husband  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  wife's  real  estate,  no 
trustee  of  the  sa.me  having  been  appointed  under  the  ^^  act  concern- 
ing the  property  of  man-ied  women,"  is,  notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  said  act,  so  far  seised  of  her  real  estate  that,  when  his 
interest  in  the  same  is  sold  under  a  decree  againjBt  him  for  the 
enforcement  of  a  mechanic's  lien,  the  purchajser  may  maintain 
trespass  and  ejectment  against  the  husband  to  recover  possession  of 
such  estate.    (Martin  v.  PepaU,  6  R,  I.  R.  92.) 

A  trustee  of  the  property  of  a  married  woman,  appointed  by  the 
court  during  her  separation  from  her  husbaud  under  tlie  statute^ 
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▼ill  at  her  request  be  removed,  and  the  management  of  her  prop- 
erty restored  to  her,  if  such  request  be  made  freely  and  without 
the  coercion  of  her  hasband,  and  there  be  no  equitable  reason  to 
the  contrary.    {Johnson  v.  Snaw^  5  £,  I.  R.  72.) 

Husband  and  wife  must  join  in  an  action  of  replevin  for  property 
mortgaged  to  the  wife  before  marriage,  to  recover  her  sole  and  sep- 
arate debt,  by  the  express  provision  of  the  ^'act  concerning  the 
property  of  married  women."  (  Woiterman  v.  Maitesony  ^  JR.  L 
a.  589.) 

A  married  woman  holding  separate  property  under  the  married 
woman's  act,  is  not  to  be  viewed,  as  respects  such  property,  as 
a  fems-^ds.  A  solicitor  who  has,  at  the  request  of  a  married 
woman,  performed  services  and  expended  moneys  in  prosecuting  a 
suit  in  equity  relating  to  her  separate  leasehold  property,  cannot 
therefore  sustain  a  siut  in  equity  to  obtain  compensation  and  reim- 
bursement out  of  that  property.  {Ccesena  v.  Whitney ,  3  H.  L  R. 
79.) 

§  525.  The  courts  of  Rhode  Island  hold  that  although  no  fom 
of  words  is  necessary  to  create  an  estate  to  the  sole  and  separate 
use  of  a  woman  as  against  her  present  or  futnre  husband,  yet  sueh 
words  must  be  used  in  the  language  limiting  the  use,  as  clearly  and 
unequivocally  express  the  intent  to  exclude  the  marital  rights  of 
the  husband,  and  does  not  leave  that  intent  a  matter  of  doubt  and 
speculation.  Upon  this  principle,  it  was  held  that  when  the  guar- 
dian and  brother  of  Kfem&^de^  who  was  under  age  and  contracted 
to  be  married,  at  her  request,  purchased  an  estate  with  her  money, 
and  took  a  deed  to  himself  in  fee,  described  therein  as  her  guardian, 
habendum  *^to  him,  his  heirs  forever,  to  and  for  the  onlv  proper 
use,  benefit  and  behoof"  of  his  ward, "  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever," 
and  the  covenants  of  warranty  for  quiet  enjoyment  ran  to  hhn, 
^his  hein  and  assigns,  to  and  for  the  sole  use,  benefit  and  behoof 
of  her,  her  heirs  and  assigns,"  these  words,  merely,  did  not  create 
a  trust  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  ward,  but,  there  being 
nothing  for  the  guardian  to  do  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed, 
the  statute  of  uses  transferred  the  l^al  title  to  the  ward,  so  as  to 
admit  her  husband  to  curtesy  in  her  estate.  {Nightingale  v.  SM' 
den,  2  Am.  Law  Reg.  [K  S.']  %  443.    S.  C.  7  R.  I.  R.  115.) 

§  526.  In  tlie  State  of  Connecticut,  it  is  declared  by  statute  that 
all  real  estate  conveyed  to  the  wife  during  coverture,  paid  for  bj 
her  means  or  by  money  earned  by  her  personal  service,  shall 
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belong  to  her  to  her  sole  use ;  and  all  the  proceeds  of  her  real 
estate  are  also  hers,  in  equity,  and  are  exempt  from  her  husband's 
debts ;  and  all  personal  property  coming  to  the  wife  daring  the 
abandonment  of  her  by  her  husband,  or  during  their  separation, 
from  the  abuse  or  intemperance  of  the  husband,  is  declared  to 
beloDg  to  the  wife,  and,  by  reason  of  such  abandonment  or  separa* 
tion,  the  husband  loses  all  control  over  all  of  his  wife's  property. 
Personal  estate  coming  to  the  husband  in  the  right  of  the  wife,  or 
through  her  as  the  meritorious  cause,  is  held  by  him  as  the  trustee 
of  the  wife  for  her  use,  excepting  so  far  as  he  may  have  paid  her 
antenuptial  debts,  and  he  may  be  required  to  give  bonds  as  such 
trustee,  and  for  reasonable  cause  he  may  be  removed  and  another 
appointed  in  his  place.  During  the  time  of  the  abandonment  of 
the  wi&  by  the  husband,  she  may  act  as  her  own  trustee,  and,  after 
the  same  has  continued  three  years,  she  may,  with  the  leave  of  the 
court,  execute  deeds  of  her  real  estate,  without  the  concurrence  of 
her  husband.  The  interest  of  the  husband  in  his  wife's  real  estate 
is  not  liable  for  the  hnsband's  debts  during  the  life  of  the  wife  or 
that  of  her  children.  Payments  made  to  married  women  of  money 
by  her  deposited  with,  or  loaned  to,  any  person,  or  corporation,  or 
of  money  earned  by  her  personal  services,  during  coverture,  will 
be  valid  payments,  and  her  receipt  for  the  same  will  have  the  same 
effect  as  the  receipt  of  2i,feme^ole.    {Gen.  Stat  1866,  tit  13,  ch.  2.) 

§  527.  The  courts  of  the  state  hold  that  statutes  are  not  to  be  so 
construed  as  to  have  a  retrospective  effect,  unless  such  construction 
be  required  in  the  most  explicit  terms;  the  presumption  being 
that  they  are  to  operate  prospectively,  and  not  to  impair  vested 
rights.  Therefore,  the  statute  relating  to  the  domestic  relations, 
providing  for  the  conveyance  of  real  estate  to  the  wife  dnring 
coverture,  is  held  applicable  to  conveyances  subsequently  made,  and 
contains  no  express  allusijon  to  those  previously  made ;  and  hence 
is  not  retrospective.    {Plumb  v.  Sawyer^  21  Conn,  R.  351.) 

The  act  provides  that  when  the  real  estate  of  a  married  woman 
is  sold,  and  the  avails  are  '*  secured  or  invested  in  her  name,"  the 
same  shall  in  equity  belong  to  her.  Where  a  note  was  taken  in 
the  name  of  the  wife  for  the  price  of  her  land  sold,  it  was  held 
that  the  avails  of  the  sale  were  secured  and  invested  in  her  name 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  And  where  money  received  by 
the  wife  for  her  real  estate  sold  was  deposited  by  her  in  her  own 
name  in  bank,  it  was  held  to  be  invested  within  the  meaning  of 
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the  statute.  If  the  money  so  deposited  could  not  be  regarded  as 
in^^ested,  it  would  be  considered  as  still  in  the  possession  of  the 
wife,  deposited  for  safe  keeping  to  await  an  investment.  So  where 
railroad  bonds  were  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife  for  her  real 
estate  sold,  and  after  the  wife's  death  the  husband  received  the 
interest  upon  them,  it  was  held  that  the  bonds  belonged  to  her 
estate,  and  that  the  estate  of  the  husband  was  liable  to  her  repre- 
sentatives for  the  interest  so  received.  And  where  a  note  was 
made  payable  to  the  wife  for  the  price  of  her  land  sold,  and  after- 
ward the  maker  had  done  work  on  buildings  belonging  to  the  wife^ 
tinder  an  agreement  with  herself  and  her  husband  that  this  bill  of 
work  should  be  indorsed  on  the  note  as  part  payment  of  it^  whidi, 
hbwever,  was  not  done,  and  the  note  was  kept  by  the  hosbaod 
until  his  death,  and  was  always  claimed  by  him,  it  was  held  that 
the  note  was  the  property  of  the  wife,  but  that  the  bill  of  work 
ought  to  be  applied  in  part  payment  of  it.  {fferming%  v.  Daim^ 
ZXCmn.  R.1Z^>I 

The  act  of  1860  provides  that  money  or  other  property  acquired 
by  a  married  woman  during  coverture  by  her  personal  services, 
shall  be  held  by  her  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.*  Under  this  ad, 
money  due  for  lier  services  is  protected  as  hers,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  the  money  had  been  received.    Where,  tli^iefore,  a  suit 

» 

was  brought  by  the  husband  and  wife  for  the  recovefy  of  money 
due  for  her  personal  services,  it  was  hold  that  a  claim  against  the 
husband  could  not  be  set  off  by  the  defen^nt.  (  WhiUng  v.  Bedk- 
fffUhy  31  Conn,  JS.  596.    And  vide  Sherwood  v.  ISierwoody  33  ii.  1.) 


CHAPTEB  XZXV. 

THB  BTATUTDBT.. POLICY  OF  THE  STATES  OF  NEW  JEBSET,  PENWBTL* 
VAIOA,  DELAWARE  AND  AIA^TLA^  IN  BESPECT  TO  MABBIBD  WOltSX 
AND  MABTTAL  BIGHTS — LAWS  OF  SUCH  STATES  BESPBCTrrVKLT-nJUlJI- 
OXAL  GONSTBUOTION  AND  DECISIONS. 

§  6^8.  By  the  statutes  of  New'  Jersey,  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  any  female,  which  she  *  shall  own  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  and  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  are  declared  not 
to  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  liable  for  his  debts, 
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and  .will  continue  her  sole  and  separate  property,  as  if  die  were  a 
single  woman ;  and  tlie  real  and  personal  property,  and  the  rents^ 
iasnes  and  profits  thereof,  of  apy  female  now  married,  ii-respective 
of  the  date  of  her  manjage,  will  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of 
her  bnsband,  but  will  be  her  sole  and  separate  property,  as  if  she 
were  a  single  female.  And  it  is  made  lawful  for  any  married 
-female  to  receive  by  gift,  grant,  descent,  devise  or  bequest,  and 
hold  to  her  separate  ujse,  as, if  she  were  a  single  female,  real 
and  personal. property,  and  the. rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  and 
the  same  are  declared  not  to  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  hus- 
band, nor  liable  for  his  debts ;  and  it  is  provided  that  all  contracts 
made  between  persons  in  contemplation  ,of  marriage  .shall  remain 
in  full  force  after  such  marriage  takes  plac^.  {Laws  qf  1851^^.  84, 
(md  LomB  of  1852,  ^,  407.  Mmer^9  JHg,  1856,  jp.  466,  and  Lawi 
if  1866,  ch.  2H.) 

It  is  further  provided  by  statute,  th$t  in  any  deed  made  by  any 
married  woman  of  full  age,  who  joins  with  her  husband  in  execut- 
ing said  deed,  of  any  lands  or.  any  estate  therein,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  her  to  enter  into  aqy  covenant  ^a  to  title  of  the  land  conveyed) 
or  intended:  to  be  conveyed,  or  ag:ainst  itLCumbmnces  thereon,  or 
warranting  the  same,  and  such  CQvenants  will  have  the  same  foix^e 
and  effect  against  her  a^d  all  persons  claiming  by,  through  or  under 
her,  as  if  she  were  a  feme-sole  and  unmarried^  {Laws  of  1857, 
ch.  189.) 

Sy  a  recent  statute,  it  i#  made  lawful  for  any:  married  woman  to 
cause  suit  to  be  brought  in  any  court  of  record  in  the. state,  for  the 
redress  of  any  wrong  ;she  may  Jiave  suffered,  or  may  hereafter  suf- 
fer, or  for  the  recovery  of  any  right  withheld  .from  her,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  cause  the  name  of  her  husband  to  be  joined  with  he^ 
own  in  said  suit'  or  action,  thpugh  without  hi3^consent ;  but  if  Bhe 
commence  her  suit  without  t.he  consent  of  her  hnsband^  she  is 
required  to  file  certaia  freehold  security  specified  in  the  statute. 
This  provision  of  the  statute,  authorii^ing  such  actions,  is  declared 
not  to  apply  to  actions  brought  by  married  women  living  separate 
from  their  husbands,  through  Abandonment  or  otherwise.  It  is 
made  unlawful  for  the  hu'sband  in  any  soch  action  to  control,  dis- 
continue, release,  or  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  same,  but  the 
action  is  to  proceed,  and  be-  under  the  control  and  di^retion  of 
such  married  woman,  as  if  she  were  a  feme-sole.    {Laws  of  1867, 

cK  444.) 

00 


714  LAW  OF  COVMRTURS, 

§  529.  Under  the  statute  of  1852,  for  the  better  Becoring  the 
property  of  married  women,  a  married  woman  can  receive  to  her 
Bole  use  a  deed  for  lands  for  a  term  of  years.  When  sach  a  deed 
expresses  on  its  face  that  the  consideration  was  paid  by  the  wife, 
the  presumption  is  held  to  be  that  the  consideration  was  her  own 
money.  The  creditors  of  the  husband  under  judgment  and  execa- 
tion  against  him  upon  a  cause  of  action  arising  anterior  to  the 
deed,  cannot  get  a  title  at  law,  as  against  the  wife,  so  as  to  main- 
tain ejectment  against  the  husband  and  wife,  nor  turn  her  out  of 
possession.  The  whole  legal  title  remains  in  the  wife  bj  force 
of  the  statute,  even  if  the  consideration  money  of  the  deed  was  the 
property  of  the  husband.  The  court  held  in  the  same  case,  that 
the  earnings  of  the  wife,  upon  express  promise  to  pay  her,  beloi^ 
to  her,  and  not  to  her  husbandj  until  he  does  some  act  with  intent  to 
reduce  them  into  possession ;  and  if  with  such  proceeds  she  bajs 
land,  and  the  deed  is  made  to  her  before  the  conversion  by  the  hus- 
band, the  land  belongs  to  her,  and  cannot  be  seized  and  sold  b;  hs 
creditors  under  judgment  against  him ;  and  the  husband  is  not 
obliged  to,  nor  is  he  guilty  of  any  fraud  against  creditors,  if  he 
does  not  convert  to  his  or  their  use  the  earnings  of  the  wife. 
{l^aU  V.  Fulton,  3  N.  J.  Law  S.  430.) 

But  when  a  married  woman,  with  the  consent  of  her  husband, 
contracted  for  the  purchase  of  a  lot  of  land,  which  was  aftervrard 
conveyed  to  the  husband,  who  paid  the  purchase-money  and 
erected  a  house  on  the  lot,  part  of  the  cost  of  which  was  paid  bj 
the  husband,  and  the  balance  was  secured  by  his  bond  and  mort- 
gage on  the  premises,  which  was  afterward  paid  by  tlie  wife  bj 
money  from  her  own  earnings;  the  court  of  errors  and  appeals 
held,  that  these  circumstances  fail  to  establish  any  resulting  trust 
in  the  wife,  or  show  any  interest  in  the  property  in  die  wife  para- 
moimt  to  the  title  of  the  husband.  The  court  also  held  in  tlig 
same  case,  that  by  the  common  law,  the  earnings  of  the  wife  by 
the  product  of  her  skill  and  labqr  belong  to  the  husband ;  and  tliat 
they  do  not  become  the  property  of  the  wife  even  in  equity,  without 
a  clear,  express,  irrevocable  gift,  or  some  distinct  affirmative  act  of 
the  husband  divesting  himself  of  them  or  setting  them  apart  for 
her  separate  use.  {Skillman  v.  SktUman.  16  If.  J".  Eq.  i?.  478.) 
A  married  woman  cannot  execute  a  deed  without  the  consent  of  her 
husband;  the  separate  examination  and  acknowledgment  directed 
by  statute,  only  remove  her  absolute  incapacity  'to  execute  a  deed. 
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and  do  not  change  the  principle  that  requires  the  consent  of  her 
husband.  {Deer  v.  LawsheCy  4  Zabriskie^s  B.  618.)  And  the 
agreement  of  a  feme-oovert^  with  the  absent  of  her  husband,  for 
the  sale  of  her  real  estate,  is  absolutely  void  at  law,  and  courts 
of  equity  never  enforce  such  a  contract  against  Iier.  (  Wooden 
Y.  Morris^  2  Greenes  Ch.  JR.  65.)  But  it  has  been  held  in  New 
Jersey,  that  a  feTne-eovert  is  regarded  in  equity  as  a  feme-eolej  in 
respect  to  her  separate  estate,  so  far  as  to  enable  her  to  dispose 
of  it  in  any  way  not  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  instrument 
under  which  she  holds  it  {Leaycraft  v.  Ilejiden^  3  GreevCe  Ch. 
B.  612.) 

§  530.  A  married  woman,  owning  real  estate  by  devise  from  her 
father,  obtained  an  injunction  against  a  purchaser  of  the  real  estate 
under  execution  against  her  husband,  restraining  him  from  pro- 
ceeding  with  a  suit  at  law  to  recover  the  possession  of  tlie  pi'operty. 
On  a  motion  to  dissolve  this  injunction,  it  was  held  by  the  court 
of  chancery,  that  as  the  wife's  claim  to  protection  was  founded  on 
her  allegation  that  by  her  Other's  will  the  real  estate  was  devised 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  that  her  husband  had  no  estate  in 
the  land  which  could  be  the  subject  of  a  levy  and  sale  at  law ;  if 
that  be  so  the  wife  has  a  valid  and  complete  defense  at  law,  and 
there  is  no  need  of  the  intervention  of  the  court  of  chancery  to 
protect  her  interest.  The  claim  of  the  wife  that  if  the  purchaser 
under  the  execution  be  permitted  to  proceed  with  his  suit,  it  would 
result  in  defeating  the  intention  of  the  testator  as  to  his  widow,  by 
depriving  her  of  the  home  which  by  the  will  he  directed  she  should 
enjoy  with  his  daughter  on  the  premises  in  question,  cannot  avail 
her  in  the  suit  in  chancery.  So  far  as  these  considerations  estab- 
lish any  legal  right  in  the  widow,  they  are  available  only  in  her 
behalf  and  at  her  instance.  The  complainant  cannot  by  her  bill 
enforce  the  legal  or  equitable  rights  of  another.  {Etnery  v.  Va/nr 
siciel,15  N.  J.  Eq.  B.  144.) 

The  husband  is  a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  filed  by  the  grantee 
of  the  husband  against  the  wife  for  the  partition  of  lands  alleged 
to  have  been  held  by  the  husband  and  wife  as  tenants  in  common. 
The  wife  can  only  defend  tlju3  suit  jointly  with  her  husband,  except 
under  special  circumstances.  A  wife,  though  living  separate  from 
her  husband,  even  though  she  has  been  separated  by  deed,  cannot 
be  sued  alone ;  her  husband  must  be  joined  if  only  for  conformity. 
{McDemioU  v.  Fretu^^  15  N.  J.  Eq.  R.  78.) 
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In  an  action  against  husband  and  wife,  if  there  be  apprehension 
on  the  part  of  the  wife  that  her  husband  will  not  make  a  proper 
defense  for  her^  leave  will  be  granted  to  her  to  answer  separatelj 
from  her  husband.    {Bobbins  t.  Abrahams^  1  HdlKteacPa  Ch,  R.  51.) 

§  ^31.  Liabilities  voluntarily  incurred  by  a  married  woman  will 
be  charged  upon  her  separate  estate,  but  she  cannot  by  her  contract 
make  herself  personally  liable. 

The  act  of  1857,  which  provides  that  ^Lfeme-cowrt  may  covensnt 
as  to  the  title  of  her  lands,  affords  the  strongest  l^tslatire  con- 
struction that  the  act  of  1852  does  not  by  necessary  imph'cation 
confer  upon  her  the  right  to  dispose  of  her  real  estate,  or  to  make 
contracts  in  regard  to  it.  A  contract  entered  into  by  a  married 
woman  for  the  sale  of  her  estate  cannot  be  enforced ;  but  equity 
will  chaise  her  separate  property  with  the  repayment  of  money 
advanced  to  the  wife,  at  her  instance  and  for  her  benefit,  or  on 
account  of  her  estate.  {Peniz  v.  Simonson^  13  iT.  J.  Ch.  R  233. 
Leaycroft  v.  Hedden^  8  Greenes  Oh,  JR.  612.) 

When  the  title  to  land  is  in  a  married  woman  as  her  separste 
property,  she  and  her  husband  living  separate,  and  money  is  paid 
and  advanced  at  her  instance  and  for  her  benefit,  a  mortgage 
executed  by  her  alone  to  secure  such,  advances  will  be  a  valid  and 
equitable  lien  on  such  property.  (  WUsofhY.  Brown^  13  iT.  /.  (X 
JR.  277.) 

It  has  been  held  that  the  act  of  March,  1S82,  does  not  authorize 
women  previously  married  to  convey  real  estate,  conveyed  to  them 
subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  act    {Naylor  v.  Jpteld,  5  JMUA, 

jB.  287.) 
§  532.  In  the  Stateof  Pennsylvania  it  is  provided  by  statute  that 

eveiy  species  and  description  of  property,  whether  consisting  of 
real,  personal,  or  mixed,  which  may  be  owned  by  or  belong  to  anj 
single  woman,  shall  continue  to  be  the  property  of  such  woman, 
as  fully  after  her  marriage  as  before ;  and  all  such  property,  of 
whatever  name  or  kind,  which  shall  accrue  to  any  married  woman 
during  coverture,  by  will,  descent,  deed  of  conveyance  or  other- 
wise, shall  be  owned,  used  and  eiijoyed  by  such  married  woman  as 
her  own  separate  property ;  and  the  said  property,  whether  owned 
by  her  before  marriage  or  which  shall  accrue  to  her  afterward,  is 
declared  not  'to  be  subject  to  levy  and  execution  for  the  debts  or 
liabilities  of  her  husband  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  and  tlie  same 
cannot  be  sold,  conveyed,  mortgaged  or  transferred,  except  by  a 
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deed  <n*  oonveyance  dnly  executed  by  the  wife  in  which  her  husband 
shall  join.  But  it  is  expressly  declared  that  no  property  of  a  mar- 
ri^  woman  shall  be  protected  by  the  statute  from  liability  for 
debts  contracted  by  herself  or  in  her  name  by  any  person  authorized 
BO  to  do,  or  from  levy  and  execution  on  any  judgment  that  may  be 
recovered  against  a  husband  for  the  torts  of  the  wife  *  in  which 
cases  execution  must  be  first  had  against  the  property  of  the  wife, 
and  in  no  case  is  the  husband  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  wife  con- 
tracted before  marriage.  {Laws  of  1848,  636,  §  6,  <m  applied  hy 
Law8  of  1850,  553,  §  20,  and  Laws  of  1856,  315,  §  1.) 

This  act  enables  a  married  woman  to  hold  property,  but  not  as  a 
feme-sole^  bat  rather  in  effect  as  though  it  was  settled  upon  her  as 
a  feme-covert.  {Beards  Adminieirator  v.  liear^  33  Penn.  JR.  626. 
PettUt  V.  Fritz^9  JExecutoTy  Jb.  118.  Pennsylvania  Company  v. 
Faster,  35  ih  134.  Walker  v.  Beamy,  36  ib.  410.  Wright  v. 
Br&um,  44  ih.  224.  But  vide  Cumming^s  appeal,  11  ib.  272. 
Goodyear  v.  Ruwibaugh^  13  H.  480.) 

When  real  estate  is  paid  for  with  the  earnings  or  savings  of  the 
wife,  this  does  not  give  her  a  separate  estate  in  the  property  pur- 
chased. The  act  does  not  change  the  common  law  rule  that  the 
husband  is  absolutely  entitled  to  the  earnings  and  services  of  his 
wife  during  coverture.  {Raybold  v.  Baybold,  20  Penn.  R.  808.) 
Neither  can  the  wife  acquire  and  liold  property  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  husband  by  carrying  on  a  business  or  trade  in  her 
own  name,  while  cohabiting  with  her  husband,  with  capital  loaned 
to  her  for  that  purpose.  In  such  a  case  the  husband  is  regarded 
as  the  actual  owner  of  the  goods  employed  in  the  business,  and 
entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  skill  and  labor  of  his  wife.  {Hallo- 
well  V.  Barter  J  35  Penn.  R.  375.) 

The  statute  is  designed  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  her 
separate  property,  both  as  respects  the  title  and  the  possession ; 
and  it  has  been  held  that  when  the  husband  and  wife  are  in  the 
joint  possession  of  the  wife's  property,  a  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale 
of  the  husband's  interest  cannot  recover  possession  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  against  the  husband.  {MoElfatrick  v.  Hicks,  20  Penn. 
R.  402.)  And  the  provisions  of  the  act  do  not  require  of  the  wife 
that  she  shall  use  and  possess  her  separate  property  exclusive-of 
her  husband,  or  lose  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  If  this  were  the 
rule,  the  act  would  ordinarily  be  of  little  or  no  protection  to 
the  wife,  and  the  law  cannot  be  so  construed.    {Manderbach  v. 
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Mook^  29  Penn.  li.  43.    Soar  v.  Axe,  22  ih.  381.    Bamcard  r. 
Kuhn,  36  tb.  383.     WaUcer  v.  ^<?«my,  /*.  410.) 

§  533.  When  property  is  claimed  by  a  married  woman  as  agaii^ 
the  creditors  of  her  liusband,  she  is  required  to  show,  by  evidence 
clear  and  conclusive,  either  that  she  owned  the  property  at  the 
time  of  her  marriage,  or  else  acquired  it  afterward  in  some  of 
the  ways  provided  for  by  the  statute ;  and  if  she  chiims  that  she  «^t 
title  to  the  property  by  purchase  after  her  marriage,  the  burden  id 
upon  her  to  prove  distinctly  and  clearly  that  it  was  paid  for  with 
funds  which  did  not  belong  to  her  husband.  (  Walker  v.  Reamy, 
supra.  Gamher  v.  Oamher,  18  Penn.  JR,  366.  Baybald  v.  ^ay- 
hold,  20  ib.  311.)  Unless  the  proof  is  clear  and  satitfactoiy  that 
the  property  thus  purchased  by  a  feme-^sovert  was  paid  for  out  of 
her  separate  estate,  the  presumption  of  law  is  that  it  was  paid  for 
out  of  means  furnished  by  the  husband ;  and  this  rule  applies  as 
well  to  purchases  of  real  as  of  personal  property.  {Flick  v.  Deviw^ 
50  Penn.  li.  266.  Keeney  v.  Good,  21  ib.  349.  Bradford's 
appeal*,  29  ib.  513.  TopHey  v.  TopUy^s  Adminietrator,  31  iJ.  398. 
Auble^e  Administrator,  35  ib.  261.)  For  example,  when  a  testator, 
having  directed  his  executor  to  sell  his  stock  of  goods  and  real 
estate,  and,  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  specific  legacies,  to 
divide  the  residue  between  his  brother  and  sister,  a  married  woman, 
who  took  the  goods  at  the  appraisement  from  the  administrator, 
agreeing  therefor  to  pay  the  testator's  debts,  in  amount  greater 
than  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  kept  store,  the  husband  living  in 
the  house  and  assisting  in  tlie  business,  the  court  held  that,  as  the 
goods  were  purchased  on  credit,  and  the  stock  kept  up  by 
the  wife  with  the  assent  of  the  husband,  this  did  not  in  effect  con- 
stitute her  a  separate  owner,  and  make  the  property  hers  under  the 
provisions  of  the  married  woman's  act,  and  reiterated  the  rule  that 
when  a  married  woman  acquires  property  by  purchase,  she  mnst 
clearly  show  that  the  purchase-money  was  her  own,  in  some  way 
within  the  recognition  and  protection  of  the  act  of  1848,  as  thelatr 
presumes  it  to  liave  belonged  to  her  husband.  {Hoffman  v.  Toner, 
49  Penn.  Ji.  231.)  But  it  has  been  held  that  this  rule  is  not 
applicable  when  the  action  is  brought  by  the  wife  against  a  mere 
trespasser.  {Hoar  v.  Axe,  supra.)  Since  the  act  of  1848,  when 
money  is  received  by  the  husband  from  his  wife's  separate  estate, 
ostensibly  for  her  use,  and  without  an  attending  promise  of  repay- 
ment on  his  part,  his  subsequent  bond  to  secure  his  wife  for  the 
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money,  made  to  her  trustee,  will  be  sustained  against  the  creditors 
of  th6  husband.  Sut  a  bond  given  by  the  husband  to  his  wife's 
trustee  for  moneys  reduced  to  the  husband's  possession  before  the 
married  woman's  act  of  1848,  would  be  without  valid  consideration 
and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  husband.  {Eoker'a  AdmimS" 
traior  v.  Martin^  60  Penn.  B,  138.) 

The  statute  of  1848  does  not  authorize  the  wife  to  convey  her 
real  estate,  except  by  a  deed  or  conveyance  in  which  her  husband 
is  joined ;  and  the  form  of  the  acknowledgment  has  not  been 
changed  by  the  act.  {Peek  v.  Ward,  18  Penn.  li.  606.  ThorndeU 
V.  Morrison,  25  t5.  826.  Haines  v.  EUiSy  24  *6,  253.  Shinn  v. 
Holmee,  26  ib,  142.)  It  has  even  been  held  that  a  married  woman's 
separate  deed  to  release  her  dower  is  void.  (  Vlp  v.  CanypbelX,  19 
Penn.  R,  361.)  The  statute  does  not  empower  the  wife,  while 
cohabiting  with  her  husband,  to  execute  an  obligation  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  or  the  perfonnance  of  any  other  act,  except  it  be 
to  agree  to  pay  for  the  improvement  of  her  separate  estate.  {Cald- 
wdl  V.  Walters  J  18  Penn.  li.  82.)  Neither  docs  the  law  authorize 
her  under  such  circumstances  to  enter  into  a  valid  recognizance  as 
bail  for  her  husband.  The  plea  of  coverture  is  a  perfect  defense 
to  such  an  instrument.  {Benrut  v.  Smith,  3  Am.  Law  Jour.  188.) 
Tlie  wife,  however,  may  bind  her  separate  estate  for  the  payment 
of  her  husband's  debts,  and  she  may  assign  her  interest  in  her 
deceased  father's  residuary  estate,  to  recover  the  debts  of  her  hus- 
band, though  she  cannot  legally  bind  her  separate  property  to 
pay  the  expenses  of  collecting  a  debt  against  her  husband.  {Magaw 
Y.  Stevenson,  1  Grant's  Cases,  402.  LyUe^s  appeal,  36  Penn.  B.  181.) 

The  provisions  of  the  married  woman's  act  of  1848  do  not  con- 
fer upon  the  wife  any  now  power  to  contract  debts,  with  the  priv* 
il^e  of  being  sued  for  them.  The  debts  referred  to  in  the  statute 
for  which  her  separate  property  is  liable  to  be  taken  on  execution, 
are  those  from  which  the  husband  is  exempted  from  liability.  {Glyds 
v.  KeisUer,  32  Penn.  R.  86.  Beards  Administrator  v.  Bear,  33  iJ. 
529.)  The  wife,  however,  is  permitted,  as  before  intimated,  to  con- 
tract debts  for  the  improvement  of  her  separate  estate,  and  for 
debts  contracted  for  that  purpose  her  separate  property  can  be  made 
liable.  But  it  has  been  held  that  she  can  avoid  a  debt  contracted 
for  the  avowed  purpose  of  improving  her  separate  estate ;  it  must 
be  made  to  appear  that  the  money  was  actually  used  for  that 
object    {Mahon  v.  Oormley^  2^  Penn.  B.  80.    Sough  v.  Jones,  82 
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%b.  432.  Murray,  v.  KeyeSy  85  ib.  884.)  If  the  oonrta  adhere 
strictly  to  this  rule,  it  behooves  those  dealing  with  married  wdmen 
to  be  carefal  to  see  not  only  that  their  advances  made  to  them  aie 
for  the  proper  objects,  but  that  they  are  actually  appropriated  W 
snch  objects. 

Where  a  feme-covert  executed  a  mortgage  of  her  separate  estate 
to  secure  the  debt  of  her  husband,  it  was  determined  that  she 
might  waive  the  limitation  provided  by  the  act  of  1705,  and  agres 
that  a  writ  oi  scire  facias  may  issue  at  once  on  de&ult.of  payment 
of  tne  mortgage  debt.  {Black  v.  GalAoay^  24  Penn.  £.  1& 
Patterson  v,  Jiobinsori^  25  *5.  82.) 

§  584.  By  the  statute,  a  married  woman  may  dispose,  by  her 
last  will  and  testament,  of  her  separate  property,  real,  personal,  or 
mixed,  whetlter  the  s^me  acomes  t^  her  before  or  during  coverture^ 
although  her  last  will  and  testament  must  be  executed  by  her,  iii 
order  to  be  valid,  in  the  presenoe  of  two  or  more  witnesses,  neither 
/of  whom  must  be  her  husband.    {Laws  of  1848,  536,  §  7.) 

It  has  been  determined  and  held  by  the  courts  of  New  Tortc, 
that  this  power  conferred  upon  married  women  to  dispose  of  their 
separate  property  by  wUl  is  a  general  one,  and  not  limited  to 
property  acquired  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  Thej 
may  dispose  of  their  entire  property  by  a  will  properly  executed, 
whether  such  property  was  acquired  before  or  during  covertora 
The  statute  removes  a  disability,  and  therefore  the  power  to  devise 
is  not  limited  to  subsequently  acquired  propertj'.  {  Van  Weri  v. 
Benedict^  1  Brad.  li,  114.)  This  decision,  though  pronounced  in 
New  York,  is  good  authority  upon  this  subject  in  Pennsylvania. 

The  provision  of  the  married  woman's  act  of  1848,  giving  power 
to  a  feme-eovert  to  make  a  will,  does  not  prevent  the  will  of  t 
feme-sole  from  being  revoked  by  her  Subsequent  marriage.  The 
act  simply  removes  the  disability  by  reason  of  covertore  to  make 
a  will,  but  in  no  way  affects  other  statutory  r^ulations  relating  to 
the  consequence  resulting  from  marriage.  {^}^nsen^s  willy  26 
Penn,  R.  202.) 

The  power  of  a  feme<ioveH  to  beqneath  or  devise  her  property  is 
restricted,  as  r^ards  her  husband,  to  the  same  extent  as  the  hoe- 
band's  power  so  to  dispose  of  his  property  is  restricted,  as  regards 
the  wife,  namely,  so  that  any  surviving  husband  may,  against  her 
will,  elect  to  take  sudi  share  and  interest  in  her  real  and  personsl 
estate  as  she  can,  when  surviving,  elect  to  take  against  his  will  in 
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h»  estates,  or  otherwise  to  take  only  her  real  estate  as  tenant  by 
the  curtesy ;  though  this  proyision  is  not  to  affect  the  right  or 
power  of  the  wife,  by  virtue  of  any  authority  or  appointment 
contained  in  any  deed  or  will,  to  grant,  bequeath  or  devise  any 
property  held  in  trust  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  {Laws  of 
1856,  430,  §  1.) 

The  first  impression  of  the  courts,  in  the  construction  of  the  act 
of  1848,  was  that  it  made  a  radical  change  in  the  condition  of  a 
feme^cavertj  and  gave  her,  in  all  respects  that  concerned  her  prop- 
erty, the  full  rights  and  privileges  of  a  feme-sole y  and  there  are 
dicla  to  that  effect.  {Cummi7igs^  appeal^  11  Penn,  B.  272. 
Ooodyear  v.  Rumbaugh^  13  ib.  480.  Sheidd  v.  VTeishlee^  16  tJ. 
138.)  The  subsequent  cases,  however,  have  not  been  disposed,  as 
we  have  seen,  to  give  the  act  so  wide  a  ^cope,  and  have  been 
adverse  to  a  married  woman's  possession  of  many  powers  claimed 
for  her  under  it.    (3  Am.  Law  Reg,  [N.  S.'\  534^) 

§  535.  Whenever  the  property  of  a  married  woman  is  secured  to. 
her  by  the  statute  of  1848,  and  she  shall  have  no  trustee  for  the 
same,  it  is  made  lawful  for  her  to  apply  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  the  county  where  she  was  domiciled  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  for  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  of  the  same,  and  such 
court  is  required  to  appoint  a  trustee  of  the  same,  not  being  the 
husband  of  the  petitioner;  and  it  is  further  lawful  for  any  such 
married  woman  to  declare  a  trust  in  regard  to  such  property  or 
any  part  thereof,  in  favor  of  any  of  her  children.  {Laws  of  1850, 
p.  569,  §  11.) 

The  courts  hold  that  this  provision  of  the  statute  does  not 
authorize  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  to  take  charge  of  the  prop- 
erty of  a  married  woman,  which  she  owned  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1848,  to  the  exclusion  of  her  husband.  {Burton!s 
appeal^  22  Perm,  li,  164.) 

Any  suit  or  suits  at  law  to  be  commenced  in  any  of  the  courts  of 
the  commonwealth,  touching  or  concerning,  or  tor  th^  recovery 
of  any  property,  real,  personal  or  mixed,  belonging  or  secured  to 
any  married  woman,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  relating 
to  the  rights  of  married  women,  passed  the  11th  of  April,  1848, 
may  be  brought  in  the  names  of  such  married  woman  and  her  hus- 
band to  the  use  of  the  said  married  woman ;  and  a  recovery  in 
such  suit  or  suits  will  be  for  the  exclusive,  benefit  of  such  married 
woman.    {Laws  of  1860,  p.  669,  §  39.) 

91 
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Before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1850,  it  had  been  decided  bj 
the  courts,  that  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  separate  property 
of  a  married  woman,  or  for  any  matter  concerning  it,  might  be 
prosecuted  in  the  joint  names  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  that  the 
wife  might  bring  the  action  in  her  own  name  alone,  as  circum- 
stances might  require.  {Goodyear  v.  Rumhaugk,  13  Penn,  R, 
480.    Sheidel  v.  Weishlee,  16  ib.  134.) 

It  was  the  impression  in  the  first  place,  that  the  act  of  1850 
authorized^  but  did  not  enjoin,  the  action  concerning  the  wife's 
separate  estate,  to  be  brought  by  both  husband  and  wife.  But  the 
courts  have  held,  that  tiie  action  should  be  brought  in  the  names 
of  both,  to  the  use  of  th6  wife.  {Kennedy  v.  Good^  21  Penn.  R. 
349.)  It  was  subsequently  declared  in  unqualified  terms,  that  the 
act  of  1850  took  away-  the  right  of  the  wife  to  bring  her  separate 
action.    {Ritter  v.  Ritter^  31  Penn.  R.  396.) 

§  536.  In  all  cases  where  debts  may  be  contracted  for  necessaries, 
for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  fapiily  of  any  married 
woman,  it  is  made  lawful  for  the  creditor,  in  such  case,  to  institute 
suit  against  the  husband  and  wife  for  the  price  of  such  necessaries, 
and,  after  "obtaining  a  judgment,  have  an  execution  against  tbc 
husband  alone ;  and,  if  no  property  of  the  husband  be  found,  the 
oflicer  executing  the  writ  must  so  return,  and  thereupon  an  alias 
execution  may  be  issued,  which  may  be  levied  upon  and  satisfied 
out  of  the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  secured  to  her  under  the 
provisions  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  11th  April,  1848,  with 
the  condition,  however,  that  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against 
the  wife  in  such  joint  action,  unless  it  shall  have  been  proved  that 
the  debt  sned  for  in  such  action  was  contracted  by  the  wife,  or 
incurred  for  articles  necessary  for  tlie  support  of  the  family  of  the 
said  husband  and  wife.  {Laws  of  1848,  536,  §  8.  Purden^s  Dig. 
/?,  700,  §  13.) 

An  action  cannot  be  sustained  against  a  married  woman  under 
this  provision  of  the  statute  for  necessaries  furnished  for  the  support 
or  maintenance  of  her  family  previous  to  the  passage  of  the  act 
{Fleadley  v.  EUling^  1  PhUa.  R.  39.)  And  in  all  cases  it  most 
appear  that  the  articles  furnished  were  actually  necessary  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  tlie  family  of  the  wife,  and  the  question 
of  family  necessaries,  like  that  of  necessaries  in  general,  is  a 
question  for  the  jury,  to  be  determined  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  particular  ease.    {Parke  r,  Il2ebery  37  Penn.  R.  251.    S,  0 
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8  PiUAurg  Leg.  Jimr.  170.)  So,  also,  in  order  to  sustain  tlie 
action  against  the  wife  in  such  a  case,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the 
plaintiif  to  aver  and  prove,  not  onlj  that  the  debt  was  incurred  for 
&niilj  necessaries,  but  that  the  same  was  contracted  by  the  wife 
herself ;  otlierwise  the  plea  of  coverture  is  a  good  defense,  and  will 
defeat  the  action.  {Murray  v.  Keyes^  35  JPenn.  B,  884.  Parke 
V.  KlebeTj  37  Pen7h.  P.  251. 

§  537.  Whenever  any  husband,  from  drunkenness,  profligacy  or 
other  cause,  sliall  neglect  or  refuse  to  provide  for  his  wife,  or  shall 
desert  her,  the  statute  confers  upon  her  all  the  rights  and  privil^es 
secured  to  a  /emesole  trader,  under  the  act  of  the  22d  of  February, 
1718,  entitled  ''  An  act  concerning  feme-Bole  traders,"  and  she  is 
made  subject  as  therein  provided,  and  her  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, howsoever  acquired,  is  made  subject  to  her  free  and  absolute 
disposal  during  life,  or  by  will,  without  any  liability  to  be  interfered 
with  or  be  obtained  by  her  Imsband,  and,  in  case  of  her  intestacy, 
her  property  will  go  to  her  next  of  kin,  as  if  her  husband  were  pre- 
Tiously  dead.  But  in  order  that  creditors,  purchasers  and  others  may 
with  certainty  and  safety  transact  business  with  a  married  woman 
under  such  circumstances,  she  may  present  her  petition  to  the  court 
of  common  pleas  of  the  proper  county,  setting  forth  under  aflSdavit 
the  facts  which  authorize  her  to  act  as  aforesaid,  and,  if  sustained 
by  the  testimony  of  at  least  two  respectable  witnesses,  and  the  court 
be  satisfied  of  the  justice  and  propriety  of  the  application,  such 
court  may,  upon  such  notice  as  it  may  direct,  make  a  decree  and 
grant  her  a  certificate,  that  she  shall  be  authorized  to  act,  have  the 
power  and  transact  business  as  before  stated ;  and  such  certificate 
is  made  conclusive  evidence  of  her  authority,  until  revoked  by  such 
court  for  any  failure  on  her  part  to  perform  the  duties  by  the  act 
made  incumbent  upon  her. 

The  statute  further  declares  that  no  husband  who  shall  have  for 
one  year  or  upward  previous  to  the  death  of  his  wife,  willfully 
n^lected  or  refused  to  provide  for  his  wife,  or  shall  have  for  that 
per'od  or  upward  willfully  and  maliciously  deserted  her,  shall  have 
the  right  to  claim  any  riglit  or  title  in  her  real  or  personal  estate, 
after  her  decease,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  or  under  the  intestate  laws 
of  the  commonwealth.    {LawH  of  1855,  430,  §§  2,  4,  5.) 

Desertion  is  an  actual  abandonment  of  matrimonial  cohabitation, 
with  an  intent  to  desert,  willfully  and  maliciously  persisted  in  with- 
out cause^    {IngersoU  v.  JngereoUj  49  Perm.  P.  249.) 
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The  act  of  1718  referred  to  gives  a  feme-sole  trader  the  capacity 
to  sue  and  be  sued  without  joining  her  husband.  But  a  married 
woman  is  not  liable  to  be  sued  as  a  fem^-aole  trader  under  the  act 
of  1855,  unless  she  has  been  so  decreed  by  the  court  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act.  {Hyde  v.  Heeaer^  16  Leg.  Inst  364.  Vnn^s 
Rights  of*Married  Wo7nen,  667,  note  1.) 

§  538.  Whensoever  any  husband  shall  have  deserted  or  separated 
himself  from  his  wife,  or  neglected  or  refused  to  support  her,  or 
she  shall  have  been  divorced  from  his  bed  and  board,  it  is  made 
lawM  by  statute  for  her  to  protect  her  reputation  by  an  action  to 
recover  for  slander  or  libel ;  and  she  is  also  given  the  right  by 
action  to  recover  her  separate  earnings  or  property,  with  the  con- 
dition, however,  that  if  her  husband  be  the  defendant,  the  action 
must  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  a  next  friend.  {Laws  cf  1856, 
315,  §  3.)  It  will  be  observed  that  by  the  provisions  of  this  statute 
the  right  is  not  expressly  given  to  the  wife  to  prosecute  an  action 
against  her  husband  for  the  protection  of  her  repntation  against 
his  slander  or  libel,  and  yet  the  right  is  implied  by  the  promso 
requiring  the  action  to  be  in  the  name  of  a  next  friend  when  the 
husband  may  be  the  defendant.  By  the  Hew  York  statute  it  is 
provided  that  a  married  woman  '^may  bring  and  maintain  an 
action  in  her  own  name  for  damages  against  any  person  or  body 
corporate,  for  any  injury  to  her  person  or  character,  the  same  as  if 
she  were  sole ;"  and  we  have  seen  that  under  that  statute  a  married 
woipan  cannot  sue  her  husband  for  an  assault  and  battery,  slander 
or  libel.  {Anie^  §  475.)  It  was  there  admitted  that  the  right  of 
the  wife  to  sue  in  such  a  case  was  covered  by  the  literal  langaage 
of  the  statute,  but  it  was  thought  not  to  be  justified,  because  it 
was  contrary  to  the  i>o]icy  of  the  law,  and  destructive  of  tliat  con- 
jugal  union  and  tranquillity  which  it  has  always  been  the  object 
of  the  law  to  guard  and  protect.  I?nt  in  this  case  we  have  not 
only  the  general  language  of  the  act,  but  the  proviso  declaring  in 
what  way  the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  contingency  .that  the 
husband  is  the  defendant.  It  is  quite  clear,  therefore,  that  under 
the  Pennsylvania  act  the  wife  will  be  permitted  to  bring  her  action 
against  her  husband  in  the  circumstances  supposed  by  the  stMnte. 

But  it  has  been  expressly  held  By  the  courts,  that  neither  the 
inarried  woman's  act  of  1848,  nor  any  of  its  supplements,  empowers 
the  wife,  by  her  next  friend  or  otherwise,  to  matntain  an  action  of 
debt  against  her  husband,  on  a  contract  made  during  coverture. 
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{Ritter  v.  Bitter^  31  Perm,  R.  396.)  And  it  has  been  further  held, 
that  a  married  woman  can  neither  sue  nor  be  sued  on  her  contract 
made  during  coverture.  But  an  action  may  be  brought  by  or 
agiunat  her  upon  her  antenuptial  contract,  though  in  such  action 
she  must  be  joined  with  her  husband,  ( WiUiama  v.  Coward^  1 
Grants  CaeeSy  21.    Hertzog  v.  Hertzogy  29  Penn.  R,  466.) 

§  539.  It  is  made  lawful  by  statute  for  married  women  to  loan 
to  their  husbands  moneys,  being  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  \^ife, 
and  to  take  in  security  therefor  a  judgment  or  mortgage  against 
the  estate  of  the  husband,  in  the  name  of  a  third  person,  who  will 
act  as  trustee  for  such  married  woman;  and  any  such  security 
taken  bona  fide  to  secure  such  loan  or  moneys  received  by  the  hus- 
band from  the  proceeds  of  the  real  or  pei*sonal  estate  of  the  wife, 
is  declared  to  be  as  good  and  valid  in  law  against  the  estate  of 
the  husband  as  though  the  same  had  been  inv|^sted  by  a  trustee 
appointed  by  the  court.    {Laws  of  1851,  669,  §  22.) 

A  husband  may  effect  an  insurance  upon  his  own  life  for  the 
benefit  of  his  wife,  and,  when  the  policy  is  eifected  without  fraud, 
and  on  its  face  it  appears  to  have  been  taken  for  the  benefit  of  the 
wife,  and  payable  to  her,  it  will  be  upheld.  But  the  assignment 
of  a  policy  of  life  insurance  by  a  debtor  who  is  insolvent  when 
insured,  in  trust  for  tlie  benefit  of  his  wife,  was  held  to  be  fraud- 
ulent and  void  as  to  creditors.  {EUiott^s  JExeoutor^e  appeal^  50 
Penn.  R.  75.) 

§  540.  Whenever  any  married  woman  of  lawful  age  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  legacy,  or  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  personal  estate, 
or  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  of  a  deceased  person,  it  is  made 
competent  for  her,  either  in  pereon  or  by  attorney,  to  sign,  seal  and 
deliver  a  refunding  bond,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  the  assembly 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  also  to  execute  all  such  other 
instruments,  and  to  perform  all  such  otlier  acts  as  may  by  law  be 
necessary  to  be  done,  or  may  be  lawfully  required  by  the  execjutor 
or  administrator,  upon  tlie  payment  to  her  of  the  moneys  to  be 
distributed  as  aforesaid,  with  the  same  eflxict,  for  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  binding  her  separate  estate,  as  if  she  were  sole  and 
unmaiTied.    {ZawsoflS56y  315,  §  4.) 

The  courts  of  tlie  state  may  permit  married  women  to  be  incor- 
porated witli  others,  in  any  institution  composed  of  women,  or  to  be 
under  their  manag^rtient,  for  the  care  and  education  of  children,  or 
for  the  support  of  sick  or  indigent  women.     {Laws  of  1839,  78,  §  l.J 
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There  are  Bome  other  statutory  peculiarities  relating  to  marital 
rights  in  Pennsylvania,  having  reference  principally  to  the  rule  of 
descent  and  distribution  in  cases  of  intestacy  and  the  like,  but 
none  so  distinguishing  as  to  make  *it  appropriate  to  dwell  npou 
them  in  this  place.  The  various  statutes  themselves  in  these 
instances  will  need  to  be  consulted  as  cases  respectively  arise. 

§  541.  There  have  been  some  quite  interesting  points  recently 
settled  by  the  courts  under  the  legislation  of  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania respecting  the  rights  and  powers  of  married  women,  a 
reference  to  which  will  close  the  discussion  for  this  commonwealth 
under  this  head. 

In  general  terms  it  may  be  affiinned  that  the  married  woman's 
acts  are  none  of  them  intended  to  affect  the  vested  rights  of  a  hus- 
band,, and  do  not  protect  those  rights,  such  as  they  may  be,  for  the 
wife's  benefit,  against  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the  husband. 
(  Vide  Lancaster  Bank  v.  Statiffer^  10  Barr*8  H.  398.  Lrfezre  v. 
WUmer^  II.  505.  Boose^a  Appeal^  18  Penn.  B.  392.  Peck 
V.  Wardy  Ih.  509.  Stehman  v.  Hvher^  21  zb.  260.  Burson'i 
appeal^  22  ib.  164.    Bachman  v.  Chrtsniany  23  ib.  162.) 

A  married  woman  in  Pennsylvania  has  no  capacity  to  contract 
for  the  sale  of  her  land  or  to  convey  it,  except  in  the  precise 
statutory  mode.  At  law,  feTnes-covert  have  no  capacity  to  make 
contracts.  Their  contracts  are  nullities,  and  in  this  respect  equity 
follows  the  law.  Of  course  this  does  not  apply  to  those  cases  where 
the  statute  expressly  empowera  them  to  contract.  A  married 
woman's  power  to  convey  her  land  is  derived  from  the  act  of  1770, 
and  in  regard  to  powers  in  their  nature  statutable,  equity  follows 
the  law,  however  meritorious  the  consideration.  Equity  will  not 
aid  defects  which  are  of  the  essence  of  the  power,  nor  supply  any 
circumstance  for  want  of  which  the  legislature  has  declared  the 
instrument  void. 

The  contract  of  a  married  woman  being  void,  it  cannot  be 
ratified  unless  by  deed  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
Positive  acts  of  encouragement  which  might  operate  to  estop  one 
sui  jurisy  will  not  affect  one  under  legal  disability ;  and  a  wife  can 
do  or  forbear  to  do  no  act  to  affect  her  property,  unless  settled  to 
her  separate  use. 

A  married  woman,  by  agreement  signed  only  by  herself  and 
without  an  acknowledgment,  contracted  to  sell  land ;  she  received 
*one  year's  interest  and  a  small  part  of  the  purchase-money.    The 
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purchaser  took  possession,  and  made  improvements  with  her 
knowledge  and  encouragement.  Under  the  rules  above  suggested, 
the  court  held  that  neitlier  the  principle  of  estoppel  nor  compen- 
sation would  prevent  her  recovering  the  land.  {Glulden  v.  Simpler^ 
6  Am.  Law,  Beg.  [iT.  5.]  635,  636.    S.  (7.  52  Penn.  li.  400.) 

A  husband  may,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  settle 
upon  his  wife  a  reasonable  portion  of  his  estate,  if  it  be  not  done 
in  contemplation  of  future  indebtedness,  and  he  be  free  from  debt 
or  perfectly  solvent  after  payment  of  all  existing  debts;  but  the 
settlement  must  be  in  such  form  as  to  place  the  gift  within  her 
power  and  under  her  control.  Upon  such  a  settlement  no  legal 
presumption  of  fraud  arises,  but  the  question  is  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury  as  to  tlie  intention  of  the  parties.  Where  a  settlement  by  a 
husband  was  made  in  another  state  by  permitting  a  mortgage 
taken  for  real  estate  sold  by  him  to  be  made  to  his  wife,  who,  on 
payment  of  the  amount  due,  loaned  it  to  him  upon  his  note  to  a 
trustee  for  her  use,  such  settlement  cannot  be  impeached  by  creditors 
in  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  whose  claims  arose  several  years 
thereafter,  and  more  than  one  year  after  the  husband  had  removed 
and  engaged  in  business  in  the  state,  the  transaction  being  valid 
under  the  leao  loci  contractus,  {Tow7i8end  v.  Maynard^  3  Am,  Law 
lieg.  [iT.  S,\  572.    S.  C.  45  Penn.  E.  198.) 

The  wife  may  be  a  creditor  of  the  husband  under  the  laws  of 
the  commonwealth ;  but  it  is  necessary  in  such  a  case  that  she 
prove  her  right  as  such  creditor  with  great  clearness.  On  this 
point  it  is  held  that  there  slipuld  be  no  doubt.  Where  there  is  a 
balancing  qiv^tioji  as  to  whether  the  money  alleged  to  have  been 
lent  by  the  wife  to  her  husband  came  from  her  means  or  his,  it  is 
held  not  to  be  error  in  the  court  to  take  the  question  from  the 
jury.  {Ilmise  v.  GUger^  AdministratoVj  6  Am.  Law  lieg,  \N.  S."] 
635.    S.  a  52  Penn.  R.  412.) 

The  bond  of  a  married  woman  is  declared  absolutely  void,  and 
BO  is  any  judgment  on  it,  whether  by  warrant  of  attorney  or  other- 
wise. A  married  woman,  owning  real  estate  in  Pennsylvania,  sold 
part  of  it,  and,  with  the  proceeds  of  the  land  and  of  a  note  given 
by  her,  bought  property  iu  Maryland,  and  removed  there;  for 
this  note  there  was  substitnted  a  bond  and  mortgage  upon  her 
remaining  land,  the  proceeds  of  which  on  a  sale  did  not  discharge 
the  mortgage,  but  left  a  deficiency  for  which  the  holder  of  the 
bond  issued  a  foreign  attachment.    The  court  held  that  as  the  debt 
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wag  not  within  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  .married  woman's  act 
of  1848,  or  covered  bj  any  of  the  decisions  of  the  courts  under  that 
act,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained.  {Steinmdn  v.  Ewing^  S 
Am.  Law  Reg.  IN.  8.1  635.    S.  C.  43  Penn.  R.  63.) 

§  542.  Since  the  married  woman's  act  of  April  11,  1848,  in 
Pennsylvania,  the  property  of  a  married  woman  is  absolutely 
Tested  in  herself,  and  hence  it  has  been  held,  that,  in  a  prosecution 
for  larceny  of  the  wife's  property,  such  property  must  be  laid  in 
the  indictment  to  be  in  the  wife,  or  tlie  prosecution  cannot  be 
sustained.  By  this  act,  the  husband  has  no  control  over  his  wife's 
property,  such  property  cannot  be  taken  in  execution  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  and,  therefore,  in  no  sense  can  the  property  be 
regarded  as  his.    {CommonweaUh  v.  Martin^  1  Am.  Law  Reg.  434.) 

It  may  be  added  that,  by  a  statute  of  the  commonwealth,,  the 
wives  of  mariners  and  others  employed  upon  the  high  seas  may 
trade  and  do  business,  and  enjoy  genet^ally  the  rights  of  feme^-^ole. 
{Ihinlap's  Laws,  ed.  of  1853,  pp.  75,  76.)  And  further  that  the 
husband  is  permitted  to  administer  upon  his  deceased  wife's-estate, 
and  the  wife  may  generally  administer  upon  the  estate  of  her 
deceased  husband.  {Dunlop*s  Laws,  pp.  461,  462.)  And  still 
further,  if  money  is  awarded  to  a  married  woman  upon  distribution 
or  partition,  or  sale  of  her  real  estate,  the  statute  requires  that  it 
be  secured  for  her  benefit.  {Dunlop'B  Laws,  pp.  483,  484.)  It 
has  been  held,  under  the  statutes  of  the  commonwealth  respect- 
ing marital  rights,  that  a  judgment  admitted  to  be  unobjectionable 
in  point  of  honesty,  given  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  to  recover  her 
separate  estate,  is  not  void  either  in  law  or  equity  because  of  the 
legal  unity  of  the  parties.  (  WUltams^  appeal,  47  Penn.  R.  307.) 
But  the  judgment  bond  of  a  married  woman  is  absolutely  void, 
though  given*  for  debts  contracted  before  marriage,  or  for  necessaries 
for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  her  family ;  her  separate  estate, 
i£  liable  for  debts  thus  contracted,  must  be  reached  through  the 
proper  form  of  action,  and  not  by  means  of  instruments  declared 
to  be  null  and  void.  Accordingly,  when  a  married  woman  gave  a 
judgment  bond  to  one  who  advanced  her  money  to  be  applied  at 
the  time  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  by  her  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  which  was  in  fact  so  applied,  the  court  held  that 
the  bond  so  given  was  void,  and  could  not  be  enforced  against  her 
separate  estate.  {Keiper  v.  Hdf richer,  2  Am.  Loao  Reg.  [N.  &] 
604, 505.    8.  O.  42  Pmn.  R.  825.)    But  though  a  judgment  givoa 
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by  a  vfife  for  a  debt  contracted  for  the  improvement  of  her  real 
estate,  is  held  to  be  absohitely  void,  fihe  may  agree  to  revive  a 
judgment  which  was  entered  on  a  bond  executed  by  her  before 
marriage.  (Bruner*s  appeal,  4  Am.  Law  Reg.  {N.  /&]  254.  8.  C. 
47  Penn.  R.  67.) 

It  was  not  the  intent  of  the  legislature,  in  passing  the  married 
woman's  act  of  1848,  to  change  the  marital  relation,  or  to  place  the 
wife  upon  the  footing  of  a  femBscle.  It  was  intended  to  preserve 
to  her,  and  to  protect  her  bona  fide  separate  estate,  bnt  not  to  make 
the  law  a  means  of  fraud,  or  the  wifb  a  receptacle  of  her  husband's 
means,  into  which  they  could  be  clandestinely  tliruwa  to  the  prej- 
udice of  his  creditors.  It  is  now  well  settled  by  the  authorities 
that  evidence  that  the  wife  purchased  real  or  personal'  estate 
amounts  to  nothing  unless  it  be  accompanied  by  clear  and  full 
proof  that  she  paid  for  it  with  her  own  separate  funds — not  that 
she  had  the  means  of  paying,  bnt  that  she  in  fact  thus  paid.  This 
is  regarded  by  the  oourt  as  a  definite,  precise  and  just  rule.  {Gavlt 
▼.  Saffiuj  44  Penn.  R.  307.  Vide  also  Rhoade  v.  Chwen,  38  tft. 
277.  Aurand  v.  Schaffer,  43  ih.  863.)  But  if  it  distinctly  appears 
tliat  the  purchase  of  property  by  the  wife  was  paid  for  as  far  as 
payments  were  made  with  the  money  of  the  Wife,  who  at  the  time 
had  ample  means  distinctly  shown,  from  other  sources,  while  her 
husband  was  a  man  of  no  property,  and  the  judgment  levied  upon 
the  property  was  obtained  after  her  rights  had  fully  vested ;  uhder 
such  special  circumstances  the  courts  will  sustain  the  title  of  the 
wife  to  the  property,  and  permit  her  to  hold  it  independent  of  her 
husband  or  his  creditors.  {Conrad  v.  Stiomo,  44  Pennsylvania 
R.  193.) 

It  seems,  however,  that  a  married  woman  who  has  no  separate 
estate  cannot,  as  against  her  husband's  creditors,  acquire  a  title  to 
property  sold  as  his  at  sheriff's  sale,  by  repurchase  from  the  pur- 
chaser, and  giving  a  mortgage  on  the  property  for  the  whole 
purchase-money.  The  court,  in  deciding  the  case,  sard :  "  We 
adhere  to  the  settled  doctrine  that  it  is  only  when  the  property 
acquired  after  marriage  has  been  paid  for  with  her  own  separate 
estate,  clearly  and  satisfactorily  established,  it  is  hers,  and  is  pro- 
tected from  her  husband's  creditors.  To  suffer  a  wife  to  purchase 
on  credit,  is  to  open  a  wide  door  for  fraud.  Its  effect  is  to  throw 
upon  the  creditors  the  burden  of  proving  whose  funds  aften^'ard 
enter  into  the  payments.    For,  starting  with  title  founded  on  her 
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ci^it,  fihe  must  Btaud  upon  it  until  the  husband's  means  can  be 
shown  to  enter  into  the  purchase."  Barringer  v.  SUverj  4  Am, 
Zaw  Reg.  \N.  &]  559.  S.  C.  49  Pmn.  E.  129.) 
^  The  declaration  of  the  husband  that  certain  property  belonged 
to  his  wife  is  not  admissible  as  evidence,  in  favor  of  the  wife ;  and 
the  mere  possession  of  money  by  a  wife  is  no  evidence  of  h^  title 
to  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  statutes  of  the  commonwealth ;  snch 
possession  ordinarily  implies  that  she  is  holding  it  for  her  husliand. 
It  is  held  furtlier  that  the  mere  gift  of  money  by  the  husband  to 
the  wife  is  not  a  settlement  of  it  as  her  separate  estate.  (Partfin 
V.  OapeioeU,  8  Am,  Law  Reg,  {N.  &]  675.    S.  C.  45  Penn.  R.  89.) 

Tlie  rent  of  real  estate  bought  by  a  married  woman,  who  had 
with  her  husband  given  a  mortgage  for  the  purchase-money,  cannot 
be  attached  by  one  of  the  creditors  of  the  husband  for  a  debt  con- 
tracted by  him  after  the  purchase.  {Oqf  v.  Nutially  3  Am.  Law 
Reg.  [N.  S.']  309.    S.C.4A  Perm.  R.  78.) 

In  Pennsylvania,  dower  and  curtesy  attach  to  both  l^al  and 
equitable  estates ;  although  the  widow's  interest  does  not  come 
within  the  ordinary  definition  of  dower,  but  it  is  a  statutory  pnh 
vision  in  lieu  of  that  made  by  the  common  law ;  it  has  all  the 
incidents  of  dower  at  common  law  and  is  a  freehold  estate.  {DuU 
V.  Dithe,  32  Penn.  R.  149.  Kurtz's  appeal,  26  ib.  465.  Baeftman 
V.  C/iriaman^  23  ib.  163.  SmiMs  appeal^  ib.  9.  Zeigler'e  appeal, 
Ib.  173.  Thomas  v.  Simpson,  3  Ib.  60.  Povoer  v.  Power ^  7  Wa^ 
R.  212.    Pringley.  Gaw,  5  Serg.  &  Rawle's  R.  536,)  * 

§  543.  In  the  State  of  Delaware,  the  common  law  governs  as  a 
general  thing  in  respect  to  husband  and  wife,  although  some 
changes  have  been  made  by  statute.  For  example,  the  will  made 
by  a  husband  before  his  marriage  does  not  affect  his  widow.  She 
takes  the  same  share  of  his  estate  as  though  the  husband  died 
intestate.  {Rev.  Stat.  eh.  84,  §  28.)  Again,  if  the  husband  abandon 
his  wife,  the  court  may  provide  for  the  support  of  the  wife  and  her 
children,  if  she  have  any,  out  of  the  property  of  the  delinqneot 
husband.  (7?w./Sto^.<^.48,§15.)  And  tiie  statute  expressly  dedares 
that  the  wife  has  no  power  to  make  a  power  of  attorney.  {Set. 
Stat  ch.  83,  §  13.) 


*  Mr.  Cord,  In  hit  work  on  the  righU  of  married  women,  bM  giren  the  sUtatos  of  FensqfhiBto 
with  roBpeet  to  nuirlUl  right*  tolerably  fhll,  together  with  a  atatemont  of  many  poinu  settled  by 
the  Bnthorltley  under  those  ptatnte?,  which  has  rendered  essential  aid  in  making  this  compliatioB. 
(Orcff  AMteiMf  ami  Wf^,  C5a-4n8.) 
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The  courts  hol<]Uin  Delaware  that  the  husband  takes  the  witVs 
property  by  force  of  the  marital  right,  and  not  as  a  purchaseVj 
and  he  therefore  takes  the  rights  of  the  wife  subject  to  all  equities. 
{CUerrutn  v.  Waples^  1  Harring.  R.  196.) 

The  Delaware  courts  also  hold  that  a  married  woman's  covenant 
to  convey  land  will  not  bind  her,  and  cannot  be  pleaded  as  an 
estoppel.    {Hersey  v.  Hersfiy^  4  Harring.  R.  517.) 

It  is  likewise  held  that  a  court  of  law  will  not  recognize  a 
married  woman's  right  to  transact  business  and  acquire  property 
independent  of  her  husband.  {Johnson  v.  Johnson^  4  Harring. 
R.  171.) 

A  married  woman  in  Delaware  cannot  make  a  valid  deed  of  her 
own  land  so  as  to  bind  hereelf  without  heir  husband.  {Harris  v. 
Bxirtarij  4  Harring,  R.  66.) 

§  544.  In  the  State  of  Maryland  it  is  provided  by  statute  that 
*  the  property,  real  and  personal,  belonging  to  a  woman  at  the  time 
of  her  marriage,  and  all  property  which  she  may  acquire  or  receive 
after  lier  marriage,  by  purchase,  gift,  grant,  devise,  bequest,  or  in 
a  course  of  distribution,  shall  be  protected  from  the  debts  of  the 
husband,  and  not  in  any  way  liable  for  the  payment  thereof,  except 
that  no  acquisition  of  property  passing  to  the  wife  from  the  hus- 
band after  coverture  sliall  be  valid  if  the  same  has  been  made  or 
granted  to  her  in  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  his  subsisting  creditors ; 
and  the  property  tlius  acquired  or  owned  by  a  married  woman, 
she  will  hold  for  her  separate  use,  with  the  power  of  devising  the 
same  as  fully  as  if  she  were  a  feme-sole^  or  she  may  convey  the 
same  by  a  joint  deed  with  the  husband ;  provided,  that  if  she  die 
intestate,  and  leaving  children,  her  husband  shall  have  a  life  estate 
in  her  property,  real  and  personal,  but  if  she  die  intestate,  leaving 
no  children,  her  husband  shall  have  a  life  estate  in  her  real  prop- 
perty,  and  her  personal  property  shall  vest  in  him  absolutely.  It 
is  not  necessary  for  a  married  woman  to  have  a  trustee  to  secure 
to  her  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  her  property ;  but  if  she  desires 
it,  she  may  make  a  trustee  by  deed,  her  husband  joining  in  the 
deed,  or  she  may  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  and  have  a  trustee 
appointed,  in  which  appointment  the  uses  and  trusts  for  which  the 
trustee  holds  the  property  must  be  declared.  (1  Oen,  Laws^  art. 
45,  §§1,2,  3.) 

Curtesy  and  dower  are  allowed  in  lands  held  by  equitable  title, 
but  not  to  the  prejudice  of  any  claim  for  the  purchase-money  of 


733.  LAW  OF  COVMRTU&S. 

the  lands,  or  other  lien  on  the  same.    (1  Qen^al  Zams^  arL  45, 
§§  5,  6.) 

§  545.  The  statutes  of  this  state  also  provide  that  any  married 
woman  wlio  bv  her  skill,  industry,  or  pei*sonal  labor  shall  earn 
any  money,  or  other  property,  real,  personal  or  mixed,  to  tlie  %'alufi 
of  one  thousand  dollars  or  less,  over  and  above  her  debts,  may  hold 
the  same  and  the  fruits,  increase  and  profits  thereof  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  with  power  as  &  feme-sold  to  invest  and  re-invest 
and  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same ;  provided  that  the  same  disll 
be  liable  for  the  payment  of  any  claim  or  debt  incurred  by  sacb 
married  woman,  and  be  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  by  attach- 
ment or  in  equity  at  the  election  of  the  creditor.  (1  Gen.  Zatcs, 
art.  45,  §  7.) 

Any  married  woman  may  convey  her  real  and  personal  property, 
if  her  husband  joins  in  tlie  conveyance,  whether  the  conveyance 
be  absolute  or  by  way  of  mortgage,  and  she  may  execute  and 
acknowledge  any  deed,  mortgage  or  bill  of  sale,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  other  grantors  or  bargainers  without  any  private  examination 
or  other  ceremony,  and  she  may  relinquish  her  dower  in  any  real 
estate  by  the  joint  deed  of  herself  and  husband,  or  by  her  separate 
deed.    (1  Gen.  Lame^  aH,  45.) 

Provision  is  also  made  for  a  married  woman  to  effect  an  insll^ 
ance  upon  the  life  of  her  husband  tor  her  sole  and  separate  use. 
(1  Gen,  Laws^  art,  46,  §  8.) 

§  546.  Whenever  lands  are  leased  to  a  married  woman,  slie 
becoqies  liable  to  pay  the  rent  resei*ved,  and  distress  may  be  made 
for  such  rent,  the  same  as  though  she  wbb  a  feme-sole^  or  an  action 
may  be  brought  against  her  to  recover  the  said  rent  in  tlie  same 
manner  as. against  a  feme-eolej  and  a  married  woman  may  bind 
]i'erself  in  her  conveyance  of  real  estate,  by  any  covenant  running 
with  the  land,  the  same  as  a  fem^eoU.    {Laws  of  1867,  cA,  223.) 

The  Maryland  court  of  appeals  have  held,  that  when  a  married 
woman  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  proceeds  of  Mde  of 
.real  estate  sold  under  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  for  partition, 
after  final  ratification  of  sale,  a  compliance  with  tlie  terms  of 
sale  by  the  purchaser  and  the  filing  of  tlio  creditor's  report  and 
account,  died  intestate  and  without  issue,  her  surviving  husband 
was  entitled  to  the  wife's  distributive  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  Such  a  sale  was  held  to  render  the  conversion  of  the  land 
into  personalty  complete.    {J&ne»  v.  Plummer^  20  Md.  li.  416.i 
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All  covenants,  contracts  and  agreements  of  ^ifima-^overt,  except 
in  regard  to  her  separate  property,  are  absolutely  null  and  void,  at 
law  as  well  as  in  equity,  and  she  is  under  no  obligation,  and  can« 
not  be  compelled  to  perlbrm  them,  whether  made  by  herself,  or  on 
her  behalf,  by  her  husband,  with  or  without  his  consent.  {Norria 
V.  ZautZj  18  Md.  B.  260.)  This  rule  is  a  little  modified,  as  will 
be  observed,  by  the  laws  of  1867,  in  this  section  contained. 

A  promissory  note  signed  by  a  feTne-covert  cannot  be  enforced 
against  her  by  any  proceeding  at  law;  a  judgment  by  default 
against  her,  when  sued  at  law  on  such  note,  is  a  nvlUty^  and 
enforcement  of  it  against  her  separate  estate  may  be  restrained  in 
equity  by  injunction.  The  principle  that  a  party  cannot  impeadi 
a  judgment  on  any  ground  which  might  have  been  pleaded  or 
relied  on  as  a  defense  to  the  suit,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  when 
the  defendant  is  a  feme-covert^  and  not  sui  juris.  [OriffUh  v. 
Clarhe,  18  Md.  JR.  457.    Bridges  v.  MoKenna,  14  Ih.  258.) 

§  547.  The  court  of  appeals  of  Maryland  have  held  that,  at  law, 
the  right  of  the  husband  to  release  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  his  wife, 
80  as  to  bar  her  interest  in  it,  is  indisputable.  This  power  of  a 
husband  over  money  to  which  the  wife  might  become  entitled  by 
bequest,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  restricted  in  3£aryland 
by  any  legislative  act,  until  it  was  suspended  by  1  Code,  article 
45,  section  2,  which  provides  that  the  property  bequeathed  to  the 
wife  shall  be  held  for  her  separate  use.  The  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1858,  chaptei*  245,  operated  to  protect  the  property  of  a  wife 
thus  acquired,  from  the  creditors  of  the  husband,  but  did  not  affect 
the  hysband's  marital  rights  or  power  over  it.  (  Weerns  v.  WeemSj 
19  Md.  R.  334.) 

The  courts  of  Maryland  hold  that  a  married  woman,  having  a 
separate  estate,  cannot  affect  that  separate  estate  unless  the  obliga- 
tion sought  to  be  enforced  presents,  upon  its  face,  some  evidence 
of  the  intent  to  charge  the  estate,  or  there  be  evidence,  aliunde^ 
tending  to  prove  such  intent.    {KoorUz  v.  Nohle^  16  Md.  R.  549.) 

Where  personal  property  is  given  to  a  feme-oavert  to  her  sepa- 
rate use  simply,  without  restricting  her  power  of  disposing  of  it, 
or  prescribing  the  mode  in  which  that  power  is  to  be  exercised, 
she  may  act,  in  reference  to  the  disposition  of  it,  as  a  feme^cle. 
{Chew  V.  BeaU,  18  Md.  /?.  348.) 

The  statutes  of  Maryland,  relating  to  the  rights  of  married 
women,  simply  protect  the  property  of  the  wife  from  the  debts  of 
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the  husband  dnring  her  life,  but  in  no  other  way  interfere  with  bis 
marital  rights  and  control  over  it.  {Sohindd  v.  Schinddy  12  Md. 
R.  294.) 

A  married  woman  becoming  seised  of  land  by  conveyance  under 
the  act  of  1842,  chapter  293,  section  1,  is  vested  with  the  estate  in 
fee  simple ;  not,  however,  to  her  sole  and  separate  nse,  but  enbject 
to  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  as  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy. 
{M^itual  Inauranoe  Co.  v.  Deale^  18  Md.  B.  26.) 


CHAPTER  XXXVI. 

THE  STATUTORY  PECULIARmES  OF  THE  WESTERN  STATES — LAWS  OF 
OHIO,  MICHIGAN,  INDIANA,  ILLINOIS,  WISCONSIN,  MINNESOTA,  IOWA, 
MISSOURI,  KANSAS,  NEVADA,  NEBRASKA,  OREGON  AND  CALIFORNIA, 
IN  RESPECT  TO  MARRIED  WOMEN  AND  MARITAL  RIGHTS — JUDICIAL 
OONSTRUCnON  AND  DECISIONS. 

§  548.  In  the  State  of  Ohio,  any  married  woman  whose  husband 
shall  desert  her,  or  from  intemperance  or  other  cause  become 
incapacitated,  or  neglect  to  provide  for  his  family,  may,  in  her  own 
name,  make  contracts  for  her  own  labor,  and  the  labor  of  her  minor 
children,  and  in  her  own  name  sue  for  and  collect  her  own  or  their 
earnings.  8o  also  the  interest  of  any  married  man  in  tlie  real 
estate  of  his  wife  belonging  to  her  at  the  time  of  their  intermar- 
riage, or  which  may  have  come  to  her  by  dense,  gift,  or  inherit- 
ance during  coverture,  pr  which  may  have  been  purchased  with 
lier  sole  and  separate  money  or  other  property,  and,  during  her 
corertare,  shall  have  been  deeded  to  her,  or  to  any  trustee,  in 
trust  for  her,  cannot  be  taken,  by  any  process  of  law  or  chanc^y, 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  during  the  life  of  tlie  wife,  or  the 
life  or  lives  of  the  heir  or  lieirs  of  her  body.  No  interest  of  the 
husband  in  any  ciiose  in  action,  demand,  legacy  or  bequest  of  hia 
wife  is  liable  to  be  taken  by  any  process  for  the  payment  of  hia 
debts,  unless  reduced  to  possession  by  liim,  so  as,  by  the  rules  of 
law,  to  have  become  the  owner  thereof  in  his  marital  right ;  and 
all  articles  of  furniture  and  household  goods  which  a  wife  shall 
have  brought  with  her  at  marriage,  or  which  shall  have  come  to 
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her  by  bequest  or  gift,  or  which  Bhall  liave  been,  after  marriage, 
purchased  with  her  separate  money  or  other  property,  are  declared 
to  be  exempt  from  liability  for  the  debts  of  her  husband  during 
the  life  of  the  wife,  and  during  the  life  of  any  heir  of  her  body. 
(1  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  65,  §§  3,  4,  6,  7.) 

§  5:^9.  Under  the  statutes  of  Ohio,  it  ha^  been  held  that  a  deed 
made  without  consideration,  and  purporting  to  be  a  conveyance  of 
real  estate  from  a  husband  directly  to  his  wife,  is  void,  both  at  law 
and  in  equity.  {Fowler  v.  Trebeiriy  16  Ohio  St.  H.  493.)  All  con- 
veyances and  incumbrances  of  a  husband's  interest  in  liis  wife's 
land  described  in  the  statute,  unless  made  or  created  as  therein 
required,  are  held  to  be  absolutely  void  as  to  the  wife,  if  the  hus- 
band's interest  accrued  after  the  taking  effect  of  the  statute.  They 
are  not  void  merely,  as  against  a  claim  by  the  wife  for  her  support, 
but  as  to  her,  they  are  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  and  it  is  a 
question  of  doubt  whether  they  have  any  validity  as  to  the  hus- 
band.   {Jenney  v.  Orey^  5  Ohio  St.  R.  45.) 

Tiie  act  of  April  17,  1857,  securing  to  married  women  such  per- 
sonal property  as  may  be  exempt  irom  execution,  prohibits  the 
husband  from  the  sale,  without  the  wife's  consent,  of  any  property 
which  would  be  exeimpt  if  an  execution  had  been  levied  thereon, 
and  he,  in  good  faith,  had  asserted  the  exemptions  secured  to  him 
by  the  statute.  The  act  confers  upon- the  wife,  when  property  thus  • 
exempted  has  .been  sold  without  her  consent,  an  election  to  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  purchaser  for  the  specific  property  sold, 
or  a  suit  to  recover  its  value.  (Slatison  v.  Bsardaley^  9  Ohio  St.  R. 
589.     Vide  also  Cohodl  v.  Ca/rper,  16  ib.  279.) 

A  deed  made  by  a  married  woman,  not  in  conformity  with  the 
statute,  her  husband  not  joining  with  her  in  the  conveyance,  is 
held  to  be  a  nvility :  and  as  a  contract  for  a  conveyance  is  alike 
void^  and  the  failure  of  the  husband  to  join  in  the  conveyance,  is 
not  an  "  omission  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso  of  tl.e 
twenty-eighth  section  of  the  second  article  of  the  constitution,  so  as 
to  be  cured  by  a  judgment  rendered  in  accordance  with  the  provis- 
ions uf  the  act  of  April  17, 1867.  {Miller  v,  Iline,  13  Ohio  St.  R. 
665.     Oasham  v.  PurceU,  11  ib.  641-646.) 

A  widow  who  in  the  life-time  of  her  husband  united  with  him 
in  a  mortgage  of  lands,  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee,  has  in 
equity  a  right  to  redeem ;  and  a  foreclosure,  duri.^g  the  life-time 
of  the  husband,  in  chancery,  to  which  the  wife  is  not  a  party,  does 
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Bot  bar  her  ^uitj  of  redemption.    {McArihur  v.  FranJdin^  15 
Ohio  Si.  R.  485.) 

A  manied  woman  ip  Ohio  may  dispose  of  her  property  by  will ; 
and  the  will  of  a  feme-sole  is  not  revoked  by  her  subsequent  mar- 
riage. The  husband  must  be  joined  with  tlie  wife  in  all  actions  ia 
which  she  is  a  party,  except  those  concerning  her  separate  property, 
when  she  may  sue  by  her  next  friend,  as  she  may  when  the  action 
is  between  herself  and  her  husband  ;  except  when  she  sues  her  hus- 
band for  divorce  or  alimony,  she  sues  alope. 

'  §  550.  In  the  State  of  Michigan  the  statutes  have  giTcn  power 
to  a  married  woman  to  enjoy,  contract,  sell,  transfer,  mortgage,  con- 
vey, devise  or  bequeath  her  property,  in  the  same  manner,  and 
with  the.  like  effect  as  if  she  were  unmarried.  (2  Comp.  Lawe^  § 
3292.)  When  property  stands  in  trust  for  her,  the  trustees  are 
authorized  to  transfer  the  same  to  her.    (2  Comp,  Zatoe^  §  3293.) 

Under  these  statutes  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  has  held  that 
the  husband  can  convey  real  estate  to  his  wife  by  deed  directly, 
without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee.  The  court  holds  that  the 
statute  evidently  designs  to  do  away  with  indirect  .dealings  between 
husband  and  wife,  and  make  the  riglits  of  the  wife  legal  instead  of 
equitable,  observing,  "to  require  a  husband  (wjiois  not  supposed 
to  be  under  her  control  or  fear)  to  go  through  the  farce  of  convey- 
ing to  some  one  else,  who  is  -at  once  to  pass  the  property  over  to 
his  wife,  is  to  keep  up  a  fiction  which  has  not  even  a  l^al  basis 
to  support  it,  since  the  husband  has  ceased  to  have  possessory 
claims  over  her  property^  He  is  now  in  law  a  stranger  to  her 
estate  during  coverture,  instead  of  its  possessor  and  manager.  *  * 
Whatever  protection  she  may  require  when  dealing  with  him,  be 
certainly  never  was  supposed  to  need  any  against  her.  Believing, 
as  we  do,  that  the  basis  of  the  common  law  disability  was  in  the  pecu- 
liar disqualifications  and  burdens  of  the  wife,  and  that  tlie  removal 
of  these  removes  all  the  reasons  which  ever  required  the  interven- 
tion of  equitable  trusts,  we  think  there  is  now  no  objection  to  a 
deed  from  husband  to  wife,  which  should  render  it  invalid." 
(Amperee  v,  Burdeno,  5  Am.  Law  Beg.  [N".  S.]  275, 280.)  The  wife 
may  transfer  and  convey  her  own  property  without  the  consent  of 
her  husband.  {Farr  v.  Sherman^  11  Mich.  B.  83.  Watson  v. 
Thurber,  Ih,  457.) 

The  rule  which  allows  the  husband  to  convey  his  own  propertj 
directly  to  his  wife  does  not  seem  to  apply  with  all  its  foroe  in  case 
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of  a  transfer  fi-om  the  \7ife  to  her  husband;  The  euprena^  court 
has  held  that  a  husband  who,  under  the  pretense:  of  a  contract, 
obtains  his  wife's  property  for  a  consideration  entirely  nominal, 
which  neither  benefits  her  nor  really  incommodes  him,  is  bondd  to 
make  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  of  fair  dealmg,  or  a  court  of 
equity  will  sot  aside  the  transfer.  {Stiles  v.  StiUs^  5  Am.  Law 
Beg.  IN.  S.']  252,  253.    8.  G.  14  Mich.  R.  72.) 

§  551.  The  statate  empowering  a  married  woman  to  contract, 
sell,  and  dispose  of  her  property  the  same  as  if  she  were  unmarried, 
does  not  authorize  her  to  engage  generally  in  a  business  of  a  com- 
mercial nature,  to  be  carried  on  mostly  on  the  qredit  of  the  business 
and  with  the  money  derived  therefrom,  so  as  to.make  the  proceeds 
her  own.  Where  a  married  woman,  being  owner  of  a  gri8t*mill, 
nominally  entered  int(5  the  business  of  buying,  fio^rii^  and  selling 
wheat  on  a  large  scale,  and  the  business  was  done  by  her  husband 
acting  ostensibly  as  her  agent,  and  was  done  principally  upon  the 
credit  of  the  business;  and  the  husband  being  indebted^  one  of 
his  creditors  levied  upon  some  of  the  personal  property  in  the  busi- 
ness as  his,  the  court  held  that  the  wife  could  not  maintain  an 
action  against  the  officer  for  the  property  levied  upon.  {Glover  v. 
Alcott,  2  Am.  Law  Reg.  [iT.  /S]  696.    S.G.  11  Miak.  R.  471.) 

When  a  married  woman  keeps  a  boarding-house  with  the  consent 
of  her  husband  and  controls  the  entire  business,  contracts  of  pur- 
ehase  made  by  her  for  the  purpose  of  such  business  must  be  con* 
sidered  as  contracts  in  relation  to  her  sole  property,  and  therefore 
binding  upon  her.    {Tillman  v.  ShaJcelUmy  15  Mieh.  R.  447.) 

Under  the  act  of  1855  {Gamp.  Lawe^  p.  966)  a  wife  can  make 
a  mortgage  to  secure  her  husband's  debts,  and  the  same  may 
be  executed  in  the  same  manner  as  though  she  wias  a  feme^eoU^  and 
will  bind  her  lands  which  are  covered  by  the  mortgage.  ( WaUon 
V.  Thurber,  11  Mioh.  R.  457.) 

§  552.  In  the  State  of  Indiana  it  is  provided  that  the  personal 
property  of  the  wife  held  by  her  at  the  time  of  her  marriage>  or 
acquired  during  coverture  by  descent,  devise  or  gift,  shall  remain 
her  own  property  to  the  same  extent  and  under  the  same  rules  as 
her  real  estate  so  remains,  and  on  the  death  of  the  husband  before 
the  wife,  such  personal  property  shall  go  to  the  wife^  and  on  the 
d3ath  of  the  wife  before  the  husband,  shall  be  distributed  in 
the  same  manner  as  her  real  estate  descends,  and  is  apportioned 
under  the  same  circumstances.    (1  Ref).  Stat.  1862,  j>.  295^  %Qt6%) 
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Under  this  statute  it  has  been  held  that  the  personal  proper^ 
of  the  wife  held  by  her  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  remains  her 
separate  property.    (  Williams  v.  Miller^  9  Jnd.  R.  100.) 

When  a  f erne-sole^  being  the  payefe  of  a  promissory  note,  mar- 
ried prior  to  this  act,  it  was  held  that  the  husband  acquired 
a  property  in  the  note,  and  he  alone  can  pass  it  by  indorsement, 
and  he  could  sue  upon  it  without  joining  his  wife.  The  husband's 
right  to  the  note  in  such  case  vested  at  the  time  of  the  enactment 
of  the  statute,  and  was  not  affected  by  the  enactment.  {HcUand 
V.  Moody,  12  Tnd.  R.  170.) 

A  promissory  note  given  to  a  feme-covert  for  money  belonging 

to  her  before  her  marriage,  and  remaining  her  separate  property 

afterward  cannot,  under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  be  pleaded  as  a 

set-off  in  a  suit  against  her  husband.     {McCarty  v.  Mewhinneyy  8 
Ind,  R.  513.) 

By  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  a  married  woman  cannot  convey  her 
separate  property,  either  real  or  personal,  without  the  consent  of 
her  husband.    {Riue  v.  Cochran^  10  Ind.  R.  195.) 

§  553.  With  respect  to  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  in  the  State  of 
Indiana,  it  is  provided  that  no  lands  of  any  married  woman  shall 
be  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  husband,  but  such  lands  and  the 
profits  therefrom  are  declared  to  be  her  separate  property,  as  fully 
as  if  she  was  unmarried,  although  she  has  no  power  granted  her.to 
incumber  or  convey  such  lands  except  by  deed,  in  which  her  hus- 
band shall  join.    (1  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  77,  §  4.) 

Under  this  statute  a  feme-covert  is  authorized  to  join  with  her 
husband  in  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  of  real  estate,  but  she 
cannot  be  bound  by  any  of  the  covenants  contained  in  the  convey- 
ance.   (Aldridge  v.  Burlison^  3  Blackf.  R.  201.) 

If  a  widow  having  an  estate  in  dower  marry,  her  husband,  and 
those  claiming  under  him,  have  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
premises  during  the  existence  of  the  marriage.  However,  if  the 
wife  after  such  marriage,  be  divorced  a  vinculo  matrimonii, 
the  estate  is  thereby  restored  to  her.  {Doe  v.  Brown^  5  Blaekf, 
R.  309.) 

A  fem£^eovert^  under  the  statute  of  the  state,  cannot  alien  her 
real  estate  unless  her  husband  join  in  the  conveyance.  {SeoU  v. 
Purcell,  7  Blac^.  R.  m.) 

If  the  husband  soil  the*  lands  of  his  wife  for  his  own  benefit^ 
^vith  an  agreement  with  her  that  he  w^ill  purchase  other  land  of 
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equal  value  for  her,  and,  in  pursuance  of  Buch  agreement,  buys 
lands  and  takes  the  conveyance  to  his  wife,  it  is  held  that  the 
lands  thus  conveyed  will  not  be  subject  in  equity  to  the  debts  of 
the  husband  contracted  after  he  paid  for  the  lands,  but  before  the 
conveyance.    {Burnett  v.  Gerinffj  8  BlacJcf,  JS.  284.) 

Debts  contracted  by  the  wife  on  the  faith  of  her  separate  prop* 
erty  are  not,  in  a  legal  sense,  alDi  incumbrance  upon  such  separate 
estate,  and  are,  therefore,  not  embraced  in  the  restriction  of  the 
statute,  which  provides  that  the  wife  shall  have  no  power  to 
incumber  or  convey  lands  constituting  her  separate  estate,  '^  except 
by  deed  in  which  her  husband  shall  join."  {KaMtravntz  v.  Prch 
ther,  6  Am.  Law  Eeg.  {N.  S.'\  602.) 

The  statute  docs  not  in  any  way  impair  the  husband's  rights  in 
the  real  estate  of  his  wile  held  before  the  statute  was  enacted,  pro- 
vided the  marriage  was  also  entered  into  prior  to  the  statute. 
{Jnmctian  RaUroadCo.  v.  Harru^  9  Ind.  R.  184.) 

The  separate  deed  of  the  husband  will  convey  no  interest  in  the 
wife's  land.    (1  Reo.  Stat.  ch.  76.  §  6.) 

All  suits  relative  to  the  lands  of  the  wife  must  be  prosecuted  by 
or  against  the  husband  and  wife  jointly,  except  they  are  separated, 
and  then  in  the  name  of  the  wife  alone ;  and,  in  case  of  a  separate 
suit,  the  husband  will  not  be  liable  for  costs.  (1  Rev.  Stat.  ch. 
76,.§  7.) 

§  554.  When  the  wife  receives  money  during  coverture,  which 
is  lelt  under  the  control  and  management  of  the  husband,  and 
which  they  both  treat  as  her  separate  property,  the  jury  may  fitid 
from  these  circumstances  that  the  wife  is  the  sole  owner.  {Swing 
V.  Gray,  12  Ind.  R.  64.) 

Although  the  presumption  is  that  money  of  the  wife  reduced  to 
possession  by  the  husband  during  the  marriage  becomes  his,  such 
presumption  is  not  conclusive,  and  the  husband  may  so  treat  it  as 
to  charge  himself  and  his  heirs  as  the  trustees  of  the  wife,  with  the 
duty  of  applying  it  to  her  separate  use.  {Resor  v.  ResoTy  9  Jnd. 
R.  347.     Totten  v.  McManus,  5  ib.  407.) 

In  an  action  in  relation  to  her  separate  property,  a  wife  may^ 
under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  sue  her  husband  without  jprocMn 
ojni^  except  she  be  under  twenty-one  years  of  age.    (  WUkins  v.  • 
MiUer,  9  Ind.  R.  100.) 

§  555.  It  is  provided  by  the  statutes  of  Indiana  that  when  a 
married  man  shall  absent  himself  from  the  state,  abandon  his  wife, 
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and  not  making  snfBcient  provision  for  her  maintenance,  if  the 
wife  18  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  yetfrs,  the  circuit  court,  or  court 
of  common  pleas  of  the  county  in  which  she  resides,  may,  on  her 
petition,  authorize  her  to  sell  and  convey  her  real  estate,  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  also  any  personal  estate  which  shall  at  any  time 
have  come  to  her  husband  by  reason  of  the  marriage,  and  which 
may  remain  within  the  state  undisposed  of  by  him.  The  *^nrt 
may  also  authorize  any  person  holding  money  or  personal  property 
to  which  the  husband  is  entitled  in  right  of  the  wife,  to  deliver  it 
to  the  wife,  and  authorize  her  to  give  a  discharge  for  the  same. 
And  it  is  further  provided  that  during  such  absence  of  the  hus- 
band the  wife  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  payment  for  her  labor 
and  that  of  her  minor  children,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
sole,  free  fix)m  the  control  of  her  husband,  and  from  all  liability 
tor  the  payment  of  his  debts  of  any  description.  And  all  the  pro- 
ceeds of  all  sales,  and  all  other  money  and  personal  property 
coming  to  the  hands  of  the  wife  under  the  authority  mentioned, 
may  be  used  and  disposed  of  by  her  during  the  absence  of  her 
husband  as  her  own  property,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
unmarried. 

The  court  may  also  authorize  such  married  woman  to  make  any 
contract  under  seal  or  otherwise,  in  her  own  name,  and  also  to 
commence,  prosecute  and  defend  any  suit  at  law  to  a  final  judg- 
ment and  efxecution  in  like  manner  as  if  she  were  unmarried ;  and 
when  so  authorized  may  execute  all  papers,  and  do  all  other  acts 
that  may  be  necessary  or  proper  to  carry  into  effect  tlie  power  bo 
granted  to  her.  All  the  powers  thus  granted  to  a  married  woman 
will  continue  and  may  be  exercised  by  her  until  her  hnsband  shall 
return  into  the  state  and  claim  his  marital  rights.  The  wife  will 
be  liable  to  be  sued  on  all  contracts  executed  by  her  under  the 
powers  thus  granted  her,  and  no  suit  against  her  in  regard  to  any 
.^uch  contract  will  abate  by  reason  of  the  return  of  her  husband 
but  the  husband  may  be  admitted  to  defend  the  action  ;  and  any 
judgment  against  the  wife  in  such  case  may  be  enforced  agaiost 
the  husband.  {Act  of  March  4, 1857,  Laws  of  1857,  p.  92.  1 
Rev.  Stat.  pp.  875,  376,  §  1-11.) 

In  case  the  husband  absents  himself  from  his  home,  his  wife  may 
exercise  the  rights  tliat  the  husband  could  in  all  cases  of  attachment 
or  execution  against  hie  property.  {Laws  of  1857,  p.  94.  1  Bee. 
Stat.  p.  877.) 
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§  556.  Married  women  in  Indiana  of  full  age  and  of  sound  mind ^ , 
are  autUorized  by  statute  to  execute  a  will,  and  by  it  devise  any 
interest  descendible  to  their  heirs,  which  tliey  have  in  any  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  or  in  any  personal  property,  to  any 
person  or  corporation.  In  this  respect  they  are  placed  upon  the 
same  footing  with  their  husbands,     (2  Rev.  StaLpart  4,  ch,  3,  §  1.) 

If  a  husband  die  testate  or  intestate  leaving  a  widow,  one-third 
of  his  real  estate  will  descend  to  her  in  fee  simple  free  from  all 
demands  of  creditors ;  provided,  that  if  the  real  estate  exceeds  in 
value  ten  thousand  dollars,  the  widow  will  take  but  one-fourth ; 
and  if  it  exceeds  in  value  twenty  thousand  dollars,  as  against 
creditors,  she  will  take  but  one-fifth,  and,  with  this  proviso,  a  sur- 
Tiving  wife  is  entitled  to  one-tliird  of  all  the  real  estate  of  which 
her  husband  may  have  beem  seised  in  fee  simple  at  any  time  during 
the  marriage,  and  in  the  conveyance  of  which  she  may  not  have 
joined  in  due  form  of  law ;  and  also  of  all  the  lands  in  which  her 
hnsband  bad  an  equitable  interest  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  pro- 
vided, that  if  the  hnsband  shall  have  left  a  will,  the  wife  may  elect 
to  take  under  the  will  instead  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  above 
stated.    (1  Rev.  Stat.  ch.  46,  §§  17,  19,  20.) 

Tenancy  by  the  curtesy  and  in  dower  is  abolished  by  the  statutes 
of  the  state,  and  it  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  refer  to  the  numer- 
ous decisions  of  the  courts  upon  this  subject,  which  were  reported 
before  the  estate  was  abolished.     (1  Bev.  /Stat  46,  §  16.) 

The  husband  does  not,  under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  acqnire  any 
I^al  interest  or  estate  in  the  lands  of  the  wife,  but  the  same  and 
the  profits  thereof  remain  her  separate  property.  {David  v.  Clark^ 
26  Ind.  R.  424.) 

§  557.  In  the  State  of  Illinois,  an  act  was  passed  by  the  general 
assembly  on  the  twenty-first  day  of  February,  1861,  entitled  "  An 
act  to  protect  married  women  in  their  separate  property,"  which 
provides  that  all  tlie  property,  both  real  and  personal,  belonging 
to  any  manned  woman,  as  her  sole  and  separate  property,  or  which 
any  woman  hereafter  married  owns  at  the  time  of  her  marriage, 
or  which  any  married  woman  during  coverture  acquires  in  good 
faith  from  any  person,  other  than  her  husband,  bj"  descent,  devise, 
or  otherwise,  together  with  all  the  rents,  issues,  increase  and  profits 
thereof,  shall,  notwithstanding  her  marriage,  be  and  remain,  during 
coverture,  her  sole  and  separate  property,  under  her  sole  control, 
and  be  held,  owned,  possessed  and  enjoyed  by  her  the  same  as 
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thongh  she  was  sole  and  unmarried ;  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
disposal,  control,  or  interference  of.  her  husband,  and  shall  be 
exempt  from  execution  or  attachment  for  the  debts  of  her  husband. 
{Lawaof  1861,  jp.  143.) 

Under  this  statute,  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  have  decided 
that  a  feme-covert  must  be  considered  a  feme-aole  in  regard  to  her 
estate  of  every  sort  owned  by  her  before  marriage,  or  which  she 
may  acquire  during  coverture  in  good  faith  from  any  person  not 
her  husband,  by  descent,  devise  or  otherwise,  together  with  all  the 
rents,  issues,  increasie  and  profits  thereof;  and  that  the  same  is  to  be 
under  her  "  sole  control,"  and  to  be  held,  owned,  possessed  and 
enjoyed  by  her  the  same  as  though  she  was  sole  and  unmarried. 
By  the  statute  the  feme-covert  is  unmarried  so  far  as  her  proj)erty 
is  concerned,  and  can  deal  with  it  as  she  pleases.  Having  the 
"sole  control"  of  it,  she  may  bring  actions  in  her  own  name, 
without  joining  her  husband  to  recover  it,  or  for  trespasses  on  it. 
The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  keep  the  wife's  property  out  of  the 
control  of  her  husband  in  any  and  every  respect ;  that  the  wife 
should  be  wholly  independent  of  him  in  regard  to  it. 

The  court  say:  "In  the  progi'ess  of  civilization,  an  artificial 
state  of  society  has  grown  up  incompatible,  to  some  extent,  with 
that  state  of  simplicity  from  which  many  rules  of  the  common  law 
have  been  derived,  and  affecting  in  a  serious  degree  the  artificial 
relations  of  society,  and  among  them,  that  of  husband  and  wife. 
In  these  days  of  excitement  and  speculation,  by  which  fortunes  are 
wrecked  in  a  moment,  and  the  innocent  made  to  suflfer  for  no  mis- 
conduct of  their  own,  it  has  been  thought  wise  and  expedient,  by 
the  legislature  of  this  and  of  other  states,  to  protect  the  property  of 
married  women,  not  only  from  such  catastrophies,  but  to  remove  it 
entirely  from  the  control  of  her  husband,  and  making  her,  as  it 
regards  such  property,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  single  women." 
The  court  therefore  decided  that  a  married  woman,  under  the  act, 
may  bring  an  action  at  law  in  her  own  name,  in  all  matters  con- 
cerning her  separate  property,  without  joining  her  husband; 
adding:  "We  are  well  satisfied  the  act  can  have  no  very  beneficial 
operation  in  favor  of  married  women,  to  be  effective  in  the  protec- 
tion of  her  separate  property,  unless  the  *sole  control'  conferred 
upon  her  over  it,  is  made  to  extend  to  the  commencement  and 
prosecution  of  suits  for  its  recovery,  even  against  her  hnsband, 
ahould  he,  contrary  to  her  wishes,  and  in  contempt  of  her  rights, 
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Tinlawftilly  interfere  with  it.  *  *  *  We  see  no  other  mode 
by  which  this  statute  can  be  made  eflfectual  for  the  purposes  con- 
templated by  the  legislature,  than  by  holding  the  wife,  as  to  her 
separate  property,  capable  of  suing  for  its  recovery  in  all  courts." 
{Emersan  v.  Chyim^  3  Am.  'Law  Reg.  \N.  /S.]  530-533.  S.  C. 
32  lU.  li.  493.)  N 

The  courts  of  Illinois  hold  that  the  domicile  of  the  husband  is  the 
domicile  of  the  wife.     {Davis  v.  DaviSj  30  lU.  R.  180.) 

§  558.  When  a  feme-covert^  owning  real  estate  in  her  own  right, 
voluntarily  mortgaged  it  to  secure  a  debt  due  by  her  husband,  the 
courts  of  Illinois  held  it  not  to  be  contrary  to  equity  and  good  con- 
Bcience  that  the  debt  should  be  paid  out  of  this  fund  so  set  apart 
for  that  purpose.    (  Young  v.  (rraff,  28  lU.  R.  20,  28.)    But  it  is 
held  that  a  married  woman,  who  has  a  separate  estate,  cannot  part 
with  it,  or  chaise  it  in  any  way,  without  an  examination,  as  by 
marriage  she  loses  all  the  powers  of  a  feme-sole.    A  separate  estate 
does  not  confer  all  those  powers  on  lier,  and,  therefore,  the  power 
of  appointing  such  estate  must  be  expressly  given,  and  the  mode  pre- 
Bcribed  be  strictly  pursued.     The  weight  of  authority  is  held  clearly 
to  be,  that  a  married  woman  can  convey  her  trust  property  only  in 
the  manner  authorized,  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  instru 
ment  creating  the  trust,  if  it  contains  any  such  provisions.     {Swift 
V.  Ca«Ue^  23  lU.  R.  209,  217,  222.)    Acting  upon  the  principle 
that  the  participation  of  the  wife  in  the  transfer  of  her  real  estate 
must  be  free  and  unconstrained,  the  courts  have  held  that  an  agree- 
ment made  by  A  feme-covert^  with  the  assent  of  her  husband,  to  sell 
her  real  estate,  is  absolutely  void  at  the  common  law,  and  that  such 
contract  cannot  be  enforced  in  equity  in  Illinois ;  and  the  courts 
further  hold  that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  rectify  and 
reform  mistakes  in  deeds  made  by  married  women  for  a  conveyance 
of  tlieir  real  estate,  upon  the  ground  that  their  deeds,  to  be  effect- 
ual, must  be  acknowledged  freely  and   voluntarily,  and  in  the 
mode  prescribed  by  statute.    {MbuUon  v.  Ilurd^  20  III.  R.  137, 
142, 143.) 

It  is  held  that  a  conveyance  from  the  husband  to  a  third  party 
creates  in  the  wife  an  equitable  estate,  and,  having  an  equitable 
estate,  she  is  entitled  to  redeem  from  a  mortgage.  So,  a  fem^e- 
covert  may  redeem  her  equitable  estate  in  property  conveyed  by 
her  husband  and  herself  to  secure  the  payment  of  money  loaned 
to  the  husbaud,  where  the  husband  and  wife  continued  to  occupy 
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the  premised  as  a  bomestead.  (  Whiteomh  v.  StUAerlandy  18  HL 
i?.  578,  679.) 

§  55d.  la  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  the  real  estate^  and  the  rents^ 
issnes  and  profits  thereof,  belonging  to  any  married  woman,  are 
declared  by  statute  to  be  her  sole  and  separate  property  as  if  she 
were  a  single  female,  and  are  not  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her 
husbatid ;  and  the  real  and  personal  property  of  any  female,  which 
she  owns  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits  thereof,  continue  to  be  her  sole  and  separate  property, 
and  are  not  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  liable  for 
his  debts.  The  statute  further  provides  that  any  married  female 
may  receive  by  inheritance,  or  by  gift,  grant,  devise,  or  bequest, 
from  any  person  other  than  her  husband,  and  hold  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  convey  and  devise,  real  and  personal  property, 
and  any. interest  or  estate  therein,  and  the  rents,  issnes,  and  profits 
thereof,  in  the  same  manner,  and  with  like  effect  as  if  she  were 
unmarried,  and  the  same  are  not  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her 
husband,  nor  liable  for  his  debts.    {Bev.  Stat.  1868,  eh.  95,  §§  1, »,  3.) 

Under  these  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  has  been  held  that 
married  women  can  make  all  such  contracts  as  are  necessarv  or 
convenient  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  their  separate  property, 
and  that  such  contracts  are  valid  in  law  {Conway  v.  SmiiK^  13  \i^%B, 
a.  195) ;  but  that  all  Her  other  engagements  stand  aa  before  tiie 
passage  of  the  statute,  good  only  in  equity.  The  change  from 
an  equitable  to  a  legal  estate  has  not,  with  respect  to  her  general 
engagements,  enlarged  her  powers  or  removed  the  disability  of 
coverture,  but  she  remains  as  if  still  possessed  of  an  estate  iu 
equity  without  restriction  as  to  the  jxia  disponend%  c^paMe  of 
chai^ng  it  with  debts  incurred  for  her  own  ben€^fit,'or  the  benefit 
of  her  estate,  to  its  full  extent ;  and  such  charge  may  be  enforced 
in  a  civil  action  under  the  Wisconsin  Code  of  Procedure,  although 
the  action  should  be  m  rem^  not  in  personam^  because  the  wife  is 
incapable  of  charging  herself  pereanaUy  either  in  law  or  equity. 
The  courts  further  hold  that  injunctions  and  receivers  in  sndi 
actions  may  be  had  to  preserve  the  property  during  the  pendency 
of  the  suits,  and  to  convert  the  property  and  satisfy  tlie  debts,  (oir 
want  of  other  process,  after  judgment.  And,  further,  that  the 
husband  is  a  proper  party,  but  no  personal  demand  can  be  made 
against  him  in  such  cases.  At  common  law,  the  personalty  of  the 
wife  vests  absolutely  in  the  husband,  and,  although  he  may  be  liable 
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for  het  debts  upon  the  principles  of  agency,  yet,  even  tinder  tte 
Wisconsin  Code  of  Procedure,  to  bind,  him  or  his  property,  a 
separate  action  at  law  must  be  brought.  This  common  law  rule 
has  no  application  in  such  cases  in  equity;  and  whether  the  hus- 
band is  liable  or  not,  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Therefore,  wheref 
a  feme-oovert^  the  owner  of  a  separate  estate  under  the  enabling 
statute,  with  her  husband's  permission,  upon  the  faith  and  credit 
of  her  separate  estate,  pun'.hased  goods  and  hired  a  store,  and 
engaged  in  trade  as  if  she  were  9ole^  failed  to  pay  for  the  rent, 
and  refused  to  pay  for  the  goods,  because  of  coverture,  in  an 
action  brought  to  charge  the  rent  and  price  of  the  goods  upon  her 
separate  estate,  and  to  apply  the  goods  left  to  liquidate  the  claims 
in  suit,  the  court  held  that,  as  it  is  an  established  rule  in  equity 
that  a  feme^covert  may,  with  her  husband's  permission,  given  even 
after  marriage,  become  a  sole  trader^  and  hold  the  profits,  arising 
out  of  her  business  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  so,  in  equity,  in 
oonsideration  of  the  benefit  thus  accruing  to  her  separate  property, 
the  court  will  charge  the  debts  {>roperly  incurred  in  trade  upon  it,- 
and  apply  both  her  separate  property  and  stock  in  trade  to  their 
payment,  tlirough  a  receiver.  {Todd  y,  Ze»,  1  Am.  Lmo  Reg: 
\n.  S:\  657.    &  a  15  F"w.  R.  365.) 

§  560.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Todd  -7,  Zee- 
(jmpra\  Dixon,  Ch;  J.,  reviewed  the  authorities  of  New  York 
and  other  states,  with  marked  ability,  and,  among  other  things, 
remarked :  "  Before  the  case  of  Tale  v.Deder0r\22  N.  T.  JR.  450), 
it  was  well  settled  in  New  York,  if  in  fact  any  thing  can  ever  be 
said  to  be  Settled  in  that  state,  that  a  mafried  wamcm^  hamng  a 
separate  estate ^  might  hind  it  hy  her  general  engagements  to  pay 
debts  contracted  for  ike  henejU  of  such  estate^  or  on  her  ovm  account^ 
or  for  her  benefit  upon  tfie  credit  of  U.  *  *  ^  In  England 
a  broader  doctrine  prevails.  It  has  been  decided  that  she  may  not 
only  bind  her  separate  property  by  a  general  engagement,  written 
or  parol,  for  her  own  benefit,  or  that  of  her  estate  {Murray  v. 
Bceriee^  S  M.  <&  K  K.  209 ;  Owens  y.  DicJcenson,  1  Or.  db  Ph.  R. 
48),  but  that  she  can  do  so  by  the  execution  of  a  bond  as  surety  for 
her  husband  (2  Atk.  A  69 ;  1  Bro.  C.  0.  B.  16) ;  and  for  a  stranger 
even.  (15  Vesey^s  B.  596.)  In  Kentucky  her  separate  estate 
has  been  charged  with  the  payment  of  a  note  executed  as  surety 
for  her  son,  and  parol  evidence  of  her  declaration,  made  at  the  time 
of  executing  it,  that  she  would  not  pay  it,  and  her  separate  property 
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ehonld  not  go  for  that  purpose,  was  excluded.  (7  B.  Moju  R.  293.) 
The  courts  of  New  York,  however,  have  held  to  a  narrower  rule, 
and  she  has  been  restricted  within  the  limits  above  stated.  *  *  * 
The  contracts  of  a  manned  woman,  when  necessary  or  convement 
to  the  proper  use  and  enjoyment  of  her  separate  estate,  are  bind- 
ing at  law.  {Conway  v.  &nithy  13  Wie.  B.  125. )  AU  her  other 
engagements  stood,  as  before  the  passage  of  the  statutes,  good  in 
equity.  The  change  from  an  equitable  to  a  legal  estate  has  not, 
with  respect  to  them,  enlarged  her  powers  or  removed  the  dis- 
ability of  coverture,  but  she  remains  as  if  still  possessed  of  an 
estate  in  equity,  without  restriction  as  to  the  power  of  dispo- 
sition. {Id,  Wootfter  v.  N&rikrupB^  6  WU,  R,  245.  Yale  v.  Dederer^ 
18  N.  Y.  B.  265.)  *  *  *  Witliin  all  the  authorities,  the  sepa- 
rate  estate  of  a  married  woman  will  be  charged  in  equity  with 
the  payment  of  debts  contracted  for  her  benefit." 

§  561.  Under  the  statutes  of  Wisconsin,  the  courts  have  held, 
that,  in  trespass  by  a  firm,  one  member  of  which  is  a  married 
woman,  against  an  officer,  for  taking,  on  an  execution  against  the 
husband  of  the  female  plain'tifi^,  goods  which  are  alleged  to  belong 
to  the  firm,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  interest 
of  the  female  plaintiff  in  the  goods  was  her  separate  estate, 
{Duress  v.  Ilameffer,  3  Am.  Law  Beg.  [iV.  S.]  509.  S.  C.  15  Wis. 
i?,.195,)  In  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  against  a  subsequent 
purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  note  and  the  mortgage, 
the  mortgagor  was  a  married  woman,  was  held  bad  on  demurrer, 
under  the  laws  of  the  state.  {Dodge  v.  Sil/oerthom^  12  Wisconsin 
B.  644.) 

When  services  are  performed  by  an  attorney  for  a  married  woman 
at  her  request,  in  reducing  to  her  possession  her  separate  estate. 
the  courts  hold  that  the  action  of  the  attorney  against  such  married 
woman  to  recover  his  claim  is  properly  at  law  and  not  in  equity. 
Dixon,  Ch.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "It 
would  seem  to  be  not  only  very  convenient  but  especially  necessan' 
to  the  proper  use  and  enjoyment  of  her  separate  estate,  that  a 
married  woman  having  such  estate  should  have  power  to  contract 
with  an  attorney  for  his  services  in  order  to  reduce  the  same  or 
any  part  of  it  to  her  possession,  whenever  it  is  wrongfully  witlilield 
by  another.  It  would  also  seem  to  be  one  of  the  essential  attri 
butes  of  the  unqualified  dominion  given  by  statute  to  a  married 
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woman  over  her  separate  estate,  not  only  that  she  should  be  capa* 
ble  of  entering  into  a  contract  of  this  nature  with  reference  to  such 
estate,  but  that  such  contract  sliould'  be  binding  at  law :  we  think 
it  is."  {Leonard  v.  Ragan^  20  Wis,  R.  540,  542.)  The  same 
^doctrine  has  been  enunciated  in  other  cases,  and  it  may  therefore 
be  regarded  as  well  settled  under  the  statute  of  Wisconsin,  how- 
ever it  may  be  regarded  in  other  states.  (  Vide  Conway  v.  Stnith^ 
13  Wis,  R.  125.  Todd  v.  Z^«,  15  ib,  365.)  When  ti /e7fie-coverty 
with  the  assent  of  her  husband,  engages  in  business  as  a  sole  trader^ 
and  contracts  a  debt  for  goods  to  carry  it  on,  upon  the  faith  of  her 
separate  estate,  tlie  property  which  she  holds  to  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use  is  chargeable  with  its  payment.  The  decision  in  Todd  v. 
Lee  {supra)  was  referred  to  and  adhered  to.  In  enforcing  payment 
of  such  debts  out  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  feme-coverty  when 
there  is  no  writing  constituting  the  debt  a  specific  lien,  it  is  held 
that  courts  do  not  proceed  upon  the  ground  that  the  transaction 
creates  a  specific  lien  for  the  debt  upon  any  particular  property ; 
but  upon  the  ground  that  all  her  separate  estate  becomes  charge- 
able with  a  debt  so  contracted,  through  the  intervention  of  a  court 
of  equity ;  and  if  several  debts  have  been  thus  contracted  at  drflfer- 
ent  times,  the  several  creditors  are  to  be  paid  pari  passu.  Pay- 
ment of  a  debt  thus  contracted  by  h/eme-covert  on  the  faith  of  her 
separate  estate  will  be  enforced  as  well  against  the  separate  estate 
which  she  may  thereafter  acquire  as  that  which  she  had  when  the 
debt  was  created.    {Todd  v.  Zee,  16  Wis.  R.  480.) 

When  a  husband,  a  hotel-keeper,  made  an  agreement  with  his 
wife,  without  any  valuable  consideration,  that  she  should  keep  the 
hotel  during  his  absence  from  the  state,  and  have  all  the  avails  of 
the  business  as  her  separate  estate,  the  court  held  that  her  earnings 
in  such  business  were  in  law  his  property,  and  that  she  could  not 
maintain  an  action  on  a  note  purchased  by  her  with  such  earnings. 
{Stimson  v.  White,  20  Wis.  R.  562.  Vide  also  EUioU  v.  BerMeyy  17 
ih.  591.) 

§  562.  The  statute  provides  that  any  married  woman  whose  hus- 
band, either  from  drunkenness,  profligacy,  or  from  any  other  cause, 
shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  provide  for  her  support,  or  for  the  support 
and  education  of  her  children,  and  any  married  woman  who  may 
be  deserted  by  her  husband,  shall  have  the  right  in  her  own  name 
to  transact  business,  and  to  receive  and  collect  her  own  earnings 
and  the  earnings  of  her  own  minor  children,  and  apply  the  same 
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for  her  own  support  and  the  support  and  education  of  such  children, 
free  from  the  control  or  interference  of  her  husband,  or  any  person 
claiming  the  same,  or  claiming  to  be  released  from  the  same  by  or 
through  her  husband.     {Rev.  Stat  ch,  95,  §  4.) 

It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  atate  that  the  words 
'^  any  other  cause,^'  used  in  this  statute,  must  ba  understood  of 
causes  e^usdem  generis^  or  to  conduct  tending  to  the  same  result  as 
drunkenness  or  profligacy,  and  do  not  include  mere  physical  or 
mental  incapacity,  unless  it  was  caused  by  vice.  But  lazinesB, 
idleness  or  indolence  will  be  sufficient  to  enable  tlie  wife  under  the 
provisions  of  this  statute  to  act  as  9k  feme-sale.  {JEckan  v.  Ilayde^ 
20  Wis.  R.  682.) 

The  supreme  court  has  held  that  a  married  woman  whose  hus- 
band has  deserted  her,  and  ceased  to  support  his  family,  and  has 
left  the  state  without  any  intention  to  return,  cannot  maintain  an 
action  to  set  jaside  an  assignment,  made  by  her  husband,  of  a 
school-land  certificate,  and  to  have  the  certificate  delivered  up  to 
her  by  the  assignee,  oni  the  ground  that  the  assignment  was  pro- 
cured fraudulently,  nor  on  the  ground  that  the  land  embraced  in 
the  certificate  was,  at  the  time  of  the.  assignment,  occupied  by  tlie 
husband  and  family  as  a  homestead,  and  that  she  refused  to  become 
a  party  to  the  assignment.  But  if  the  assignment  in  such  case  is 
void,  the  court  held  that  the  wife  can  maintain  possession  of  the 
homestead  against  the  liolder  of  the  certificate.  {Green  v.  Lyndes^ 
12  Wis.  R.  404.) 

§  563.  The  courts  hold,  in  Wisconsin,  that  a  husband  may  act  as 
the  agent  of  his  wife  in  transactions  relating  to  her  separate  estate, 
and  may  execute  in  her  name  a  conveyance  of  her  land  under  a 
power  of  attorney.  (  Weishrod  v.  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Rail- 
way Oompa/ny^  18  Wis.  R.  35.)  The  courts  have  also  held  that, 
though  void  at  law,  an  absolute  conveyance  of  real  or  personal 
property  from  a  husband  directly  to  his  wife  is  sufficient  in  equity 
to  vest  the  property  in  the  wife  as  against  all  persons  except  tlic 
creditors  of  the  husband,  especially  when  the  transfer  is  fairly  made 
upon  a  meritorious  or  valuable  consideration.  {Putnam  v.  BicbuK 
18  Wis.  R.  333.) 

A  wife  has  no  power,  by  virtue  of  the  mantal  relation  merely, 
to  bind  her  husband  by  any  contract  made  by  her;  but  he  is  lioniid 
by  such  contracts  only  when  it  is  shown,  or  the  law  presumes,  tliat 
she  acted  as  his  agent,     {Savage  v.  Davis^  18  Wis.  R.  60S.) 
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Under  the  Btatntes  of  Wisconmn,  tenancies  by  the  cnrteey,  in 
cases  where  the  wife  dies  intestate,  still  exist.  The  statnte  has  not 
abolished  tenancies  by  the  curtesy  in  such  cases.  {Elngdey  v* 
SmUh,  14  Wis.  R.  860.) 

§  564.  In  the  State  of  Minnesota,  a  general  and  beneficial  power 
may  be  given  to  a  married  woman  to  dispose,  daring  the  marriage, 
and  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  of  land  conveyed  or 
devised  to  her  in  fee.  And  a  married  woman  may  execute  a  power 
daring  her  marriage  by  grant  or  devise,  as  may  be  authorized  by 
the  power,  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  unless  by  the 
terms  of  the  power  its  execution  by  her  during  marriage  is 
expressly  or  impliedly  prohibited  ;  but  no  power  vested  in  a  mar- 
ried woman  during  infancy  can  be  exercised  by  her  until  she  attains 
her  full  age.     {Om.  Stat.  1858,  ch.  34,  §§  8,  88.) 

The  statutes  of  the  state  further  declare  that  any  real  or  per- 
sonal estate  which  may  have  been  acquired  by  any  female  before 
her  marriage,  either  by  her  own  personal  industry  or  by  inheritance, 
gift,  grant  or  devise,  or  to  which  she  may  at  any  time  after  her 
marriage  be  entitled  by  inheritance,  gift,  grant  or  devise,  and  the 
rents,  profits  and  income  of  such  real  estate,  shall  be  and  continue 
the  real  and  personal  estate  of  such  female  after  marriage  to  the 
same  extent  as  before  marriage ;  and  none  of  such  property  is 
liable  for  her  husband^s  debts,  engagements  or  liabilities ;  though  the 
wife  cannot  give,  grant,  or  sell  any  such  real  or  personal  property 
during  coverture,  without  the  consent  of  her  husband,  except  by 
order  of  the  district  court  of  the  county.  {Gen.  Stat  1858,  ch.  61, 
§  106.)  And  if  any  married  woman  dies  without  disposing  of  sucii 
real  estate,  the  husband  surviving  her  is  entitled  to  a  lite  estate 
therein  by  the  curtesy.     {Oen.  Stat.  1858,  ch.  61,  §  108.) 

§  565.  Where  a  husband  transferred  to  his  wife  certain  promissory 
notes  owned  by  him,  in  consideration  of  five  hundred  dollars  in 
money  received  from  her  own  separate  and  individual  property, 
and  soon  afterward  applied  for  a  discharge  from  his  debts  under 
the  insolvent  act,  the  court  held  that  such  transfer  was  not  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the  husband, 
even  though  he  was  insolvent  at  the  time;  and,  the  referee  having 
found  that  the  transfer  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  not  with  the 
intent  to  cover  up  the  property  of  the  husband,  or  to  defraud  his 
creditors,  the  judgment  of  the  referee  in  favor  of  the  defendants 
was  not  disturbed  on  error.    {Teller  v.  Bishop^  8  Minn.  R.  226.) 
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The  supreme  court  of  the  state  farther  held,  that  a  gift  from  a 
husband  to  his  wife  of  a  promissorj  note  directly  and  without  the 
intervention  of  a  trustee,  although  a  nnllitj  at  law,  will  be  recog- 
nized and  enforced  in  equity,  as  against  the  maker  of  the  note  and 
the  husband,  when  the  rights  of  creditors  are  not  prejudiced 
thereby.    {TuUis  v.  Fridley^  9  Minn.  JS.  79.) 

And  still  further,  the  court  held  in  another  case,  that  a  convey- 
ance of  real  estate  by  the  husband  directly  to  his  wife  will  be  upheld 
as  a  suitable  provision  for  her  maintenance,  when  it  appears  to  be  a 
fair  transaction,  not  made  in  fraud  of  creditors  and  not  unreasonable 
in  its  amount,  taking  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances  oi 
the  case.    ( Wilder  v.  Brooka^  10  Minn.  Ji.  50.) 

When  a  married  woman  sues  for  her  separate  property  under 
the  statutes  of  Minnesota,  her  husband  is  not  a  necessary  party, 
plaintiff  or  defendant.  {Nininger  v.  Commisi^ionera  of  Carver 
county^  10  Minn.  R.  133.) 

When  a  married  woman  objects  to  signing  a  deed  of  real  prop- 
perty,  and  is  thereupon  addressed  by  her  husband  in  harsh,  threat- 
ening and  abusive  language,  though  not  in  the  presence  of  the 
acknowledging  officer,  and  immediately  thereafter  in  the  presence 
of  her  husband  she  acknowledges  the  same  to  be  her  voluntary 
act,  the  court  held  that  tlie  presence  of  the  husband  is  a  coov 
cive  presence,  and  the  acknowledgment  is  not  taken  ^^  separately 
and  apart"  from  her  husband  in  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  the  instrument  is  ineffectual  to  pass  her  interest  in 
tlie  land.    {EdgerUm  v.  Jones^  10  Minn,  R.  427.) 

And  the  court  held  in  another  case,  that  threats  by  a  husband  to 
separate  from  his  wife,  accompanied  by  general  abusive  treatment, 
will  constitute  duress  so  as  to  avoid  a  deed  executed  by  her  under 
a  reasonable  apprehension  that  tliey  will  be  carried  into  effect 
{Tnpley  v.  Tapley,  10  Minn.  R.  448.) 

In  the  State  of  Minnesota  they  have  a  very  liberal  provision  with 
respect  to  the  homestead,  and  the  same  cannot  be  sold  or  incum- 
bered by  the  husband  except  his  wife  join  in  the  conveyance  or 
incumbrance,  and  it  is  exempt  from  the  husband's  debts,  although 
the  exemption  does  not  extend  to  any  mortgage  on  the  homestead 
lawfully  obtained,  but  the  same  is  declared  not  to  be  valid  "  with- 
out the  signature  of  the  wife  to  the  same,  unless  such  mortgage 
shall  be  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  or 
some  portion  thereof."    {Comp.  Stat.  p.  570,  §  93.)    Under  tliii 
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provision,  the  court  holds  that  only  tlie  Hgnature  of  the  wife  to  a 
moi*tgage  of  the  homestead  by  her  husband  is  required.  {Zawver 
V.  Slingerlandy  11  Minn,  li.  447.) 

§  566.  In  the  State  of  Iowa,  the  personal  property  of  the  wife 
does  not  vest  at  once  in  the  husband ;  but,  if  left  under  his  control, 
it  will,  in  favor  of  third  persons  acting  in  good  faith  and  without 
knowledge  of  the  real  ownership,  be  presumed  to  have  been 
transferred  to  Rim,  except  that  if  the  wife  file  with  the  recorder  of 
deeds  a  statement  of  the  amount  in  value  of  such  property,  and  a 
notice  that  she  has  a  claim  therefor  out  of  the  estate  of  her  hus- 
band, then  she  will  be  a  preferred  creditor  of  her  husband  to  that 
extent.  And  specific  articles  of  personal  property  may  be  owned 
by  the  wife  exempt  from  the  husband's  debta,  although  left  under 
his  control,  if  notice  is  filed  with  the  vendee  of  her  ownership  of 
such  property.  {Rev.  Laws  1860,  oh.  101,  §§  2499,  2500,  2501, 
2502.  Vide  also  Smith  v.  Hewett^  13  Iowa  B.  94.  OddL  v.  Lee^ ' 
14  ib.  411.) 

Contracts  made  by  a  wife  in  relation  to  her  separate  property,  or 
those  purporting  to  bind  herself  only,  do  not  bind  the  husband ; 
and  married  women  abandoned  by  their  husbands  may  obtain 
authority  from  the  district  court  of  the  county  in  which  they 
reside  to  act  and  to  transact  business  as  though  unmarried,  and 
then  all  deeds  made,  and  receipts  given,  and  discharges  executed 
and  delivered,  by  the  wife,  in  accordance  with  the  power  given  by 
the  court,  are  declared  valid.  The  husband  has  the  same  rights  in 
relation  to  the  wife  and  her  property  as  is  given  to  the  wife,  and 
he  may  have  the  same  proceedings  in  like  cases.  The  husband 
cannot  remove  the  wife  nor  their  children  from  their  homestead 
without  the  consent  of  the  wife ;  and  if  he  abandons  her,  she  is 
entitled  to  the  custody  of  their  minor  children,  unless  the  district 
court,  upon  application  for  that  purpose,  shall,  for  good  cause, 
otherwise  direct.     {Re^.  Laws,  ch.  101,  §§  2506,  2508-2514.) 

Married  women  may  receive  grants  or  gifts  of  property  from 
their  husbands  without  the  intervention  of  trustees ;  but  this  pro- 
vision applies  only  to  form  and  manner,  and  leaves  the  substantial 
rights  of  all  parties  unchanged.     {Rev.  Laws,  ch.  92,  §  2200.) 

A  married  woman  may  convey  her  interest  in  real  estate  in  Iowa 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  persons.     {Rev.  Laws,  ch^  95,  §  2216.) 

When  a  man*ied  woman  is  a  party  to  an  action,  her  husband 
must  be  joined  with  her,  except  that  when  the  action  concerns  her 
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separate  property,  or  is  founded  on  her  own  contract,  she  nlaj  sue 
and  be  sued  alone ;  and  when  the  action  is  between  herself  and 
husband,  she  may  sue  and  be  sued  alone,,  and  in  no  case  need  she 
prosecute  or  defend  by  a  guardian  or  next  friend.  {Rev,  Laws^  ch. 
117,  §  277L    And  vide  Kramer  v.  Qmger^  16  lovoa  JR.  434.) 

§  567.  When  %  feme-covert^  by  her  contract,  as  a  promissory  note 
or  the  like,  becomes  liable,  she  may  sue  and  be  sued  at  law,  in  the 
sadae  manner  as  any  other  person.  Generally,  the  KabiUty  of  a 
fem^-caveri  upon  her  contract^  is  not  a  personal  liability,  but  it 
only  tends  to  and  can  only  affect,  her  separate  property  or  estate ; 
hXiA  prima  fadie  ^  feme-oofoert  is  still,  in  Iowa,  unable  to  contract, 
or  to  sue  and  to  be  sued.  With  reference  to  certain  matters,  how- 
ever, by  the  statute,  a  feme-covert  may  contract,  and  sue  and  be 
sued.  But  in  order  to  make  her  Uable  in. her  separate  property, 
upon  a  contract  entered  into  during  coverture,  it  must  be  shown 
that  such  contract  related  to  the  expenses  of  the  family,  or  to  other 
purposes  as  contemplated  by  the  Code,  or  that  it  related  to  her 
separate  property,  or  that  the  contract  purports  to  bind  herself  only, 
according  to  the  provision  of  the  statute.  {Sodemeyer  ▼.  JRodr 
man^  5  Iowa  R.A2,Q.) 

When  a  wife  is  deserted  by  the  husband,  and  she  continues  to 
live  apart  from  him,  and  is  dependent  upon  herself  for  a  support, 
she  may  sue  and  be  sued  alone,  and,  in  the  same  case,  the  court 
held,  that  to  call  a  woman  a  ^'  whore,"  is  actionable  of  itself^ 
without  proof  of  special  damage.    {Smith  v.  Silmery  4  latoa  R.  321.) 

It  was  the  main  purpose  of  the  Code  of  1851  and  the  Revision  of 
1860,  to  protect  the  rights  of  married  women  in  Uieir  property,  but 
not  to  invest  them  with  power  to  make  contracts  of  all  kinds,  sign 
notes,  become  sureties  for  their  husbands  and  others,  and  engage 
in  general  business  by  executory  contracts  which  can  be  enforced 
in  actions  at  law.  An  executory  contract  by  a  married  woman  to 
purchase  property  is  not  ^^  a  contract  in  relation  to  her  separate 
property  "  within  the  meaning  of  section  2506  of  the  Revision  of. 
1860.    {Jones  v.  GroeUvwaite,  17  Iowa  R.  303.) 

The  earnings  of  a  wife  in  Iowa,  during  coverture,  are  held  to 
belong  to  the  husband,  and  are  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
{Laing  v.  Cunningham^  17  lo^a  R.  510.  Dwnoa/n  v.  RoedU^  15 
«.  501.) 

A  feme-covert  in  the  State  of  Iowa  having  the  power  to  convey 
her  real  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  otlier  persons,  the  courts  there 
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hold  that  she  may  convey  it  to  her  husband,  and  in  retnm  or  in 
consideration  thereof,  receive  from  him  a  grant  or  conveyance  of 
other  property,  and  that  she  may  also,  for  a  money  confiideration, 
make  or  execute  to  him  a  release  of  her  interest  in  his  real  estate. 
{Blake  v.  Blake^  7  Iowa  B.  46.  BrU  vide  McMtUUn  v.  MeMtdlinj 
lOiA.  412.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  wife  will  be  entitled  in  eqnity  to  obtain 
a  separate  provision  out  of  property  held  by  her  husband  in  her 
right,  only  in  .case  that  he  has  deserted  her  without.  giviQ|;>her 
adequate  means  of  snpport,  or  has  forced  her  by  cruel  tl^atment  to 
leave  him.    {MoMtdlin  v.  McMvUin^  supra,) 

§  568.  In  the  State  of  Missouri,  when  any  married  man  shall 
abandon  his  wife,  or  from  worthlessness,  drunkonness,  or. other 
cause,  fail  to  make  sufficient  provision  for  her  suf^ort,  the  circuit 
court  of  the  county  where  she  has  her  home  and  residence  may 
autliorize  her  to  sell  and  convey  her  real  estate  or  any  part  therec^, 
or  any  personal  estate,  which  came  to  the  husband  by  reason  of 
the  marriage,  and  which  may  remain  within  tlie.  state  undisposed 
of  by  him.  The  court  may  also  authorize  any  person  holding 
money  or  other  personal  estate  to  which  the  husband,  is  entitled  in 
her  right,  to  pay  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  wife,  and  authorise 
her  to  give  a  discharge  for  the  same.  And,. during  the  peijod  her 
husband  shall  fail  to  provide  for  her  as  above  stated,  the  wife  is 
entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  her  own  earnings,  and  also  to  the  pro* 
ceeds  of  the  earnings  of  her  minor  children ;  and  the  same  are 
declared  to  be  under  her  sole  control,  and  exempt  from  her'  hns* 
band's  debts;  and  all  the  proceeds  of  sach. sales,  and  all  other 
money  and  personal  estate  which  shall  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
wife  by  force  of  the  above  provisions,  may  be  used  ftnd  disposed  ,of 
by  her,  during  the  absence  of  her  husband,  for  the  necessaiy  sup- 
port of  herself  and  family. 

The  statute  farther  provides  that  when  any  married  man  shall 
be  sentenced  to  and  shall  be  confined  in  the  state  penitentiary,  bis 
wife,  daring  his  confinement  shall  be  deemed  a  feme-eoU^  so  far  as 
to  enable  her  to  carry  on  and  transact  business  on  her  own  ace6ant 
dnring  such  confinement  of  her  husband,  and  she  may  sue  and  be 
sued  as  a  feine^ole  in  all  cases  where  the  cause  of  aotion  arose 
while  her  husband  was  so  imprisoned,  and  she  is  entitled  to  the 
same  privileges  during  the  husband's  imprisonment  as  are  secured 
to  the  wife  when  her  husband  abandons  her  as  above  provided. 
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Any  married  woman  is  authorized  by  the  etatnte,  to  devise  by 
her  last  will  and  testament,  her  lands,  tenements,  or  any  descend- 
ible interest  therein,  provided  that  the  same  shall  not  affect  the 
estate  of  her  hnsband  therein  by  the  curtesy. 

The  statute  also  provides  that  the  rents,  issues  and  products  of 
the  real  estate  of  any  married  woman,  and  all  moneys  and  obliga- 
tions arising  from  the  sale  of  such  real  estate,  shall,  during  cover- 
tiare,  be  exempt  from  attachment  or  levy  of  execution  for  the  sole 
debts  of  her  husband ;  and  the  husband  can  make  no  valid  convey- 
ance thereof,  unless  his  wife  join  in  the  conveyance ;  and  any  prop- 
erty, consisting  of  stocks  and  bonds  of  any  kind,  given  by  a  parent 
to  a  daughter,  with  the  proceeds  thereof,  are  declared  to  belong  to 
such  daughter,  if  married,  in  her  own  right,  and  cannot  be  made 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  her  husband,  and  the  same 
may  be  disposed  of  by  her  the  same  as  if  she  were  unmarried.  {Gefi. 
StaL  1865,  ch.  115.) 

§  569.  The  courts  have  held  that,  under  the  statutes  of  the  state, 
the  property  of  the  wife  owned  by  her  at,  or  acquired  by  her  after, 
marriage,  and  the  interest  of  her  husband  therein,  are  exempt  from 
levy  and  sale  undei*  execution  against  the  husband,  for  debts  con- 
tracted by  him  before  marriage,  or  the  acquisition  of  such  property 
by  the  wife.    (  White  v.  Dorris^  35  Mo.  R,  181.) 

When  husband  and  wife  live  together,  the  possession  of  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  tlie  wife  by  the  husband  will  be  deemed  in  law  the 
possession  of  the  wife,  who  has  the  title.  {Stewart  v.  BaW$ 
AdmmietratoTj  33  Mo,  li.  154.) 

It  is  held  in  Missouri,  that  the  recitals  in  a  deed,  by  which  a 
married  woman  purports  to  convey  her  title  to  land,  do  not  estop 
her,  nor  those  claiming  under  her,  from  asserting  the  truth  against 
the  recitals.    {Ilempetead  v.  Eaeiton^  33  Mo.  R.  142.) 

The  husband  cannot,  in  Missouri,  by  his  deed,  alien  the  estate 
of  his  wife  in  lands  without  her  consent.  {Boyle  v.  ChamherSy  32 
Mo.  R.  46.) 

When  property  had  been  conveyed  to  trustees  to  the  sole  use  of  a 
married  woman,  "  and  to  such  uses  and  purposes,  and  in  such  man- 
ner, as  she  might,  in  writing,  appoint,"  and  subsequently  she  became 
an  indorser  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note;  the  conrt  held,  that 
such  indorsement  was  an  appointment  in  writing,  wherel)y  Ae 
charged  her  separate  estate.  The  court  further  held,  in  the  same 
case,  that  when  the  action  concerns  the  separate  property  of  the 
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wife,  shie  most  sue  or  defend  by  her  next  friend,  without  joining 
the  husband.  But  when  it  is  sought  to  charge  the  wife's  separate 
estate  with  her  debts,  her  trustee  is  a  proper  party  defendant,  so 
that  in  case  of  sale  the  legal  title  may  be  conveyed.  {ClajUn  v. 
Vcm  WageneTj  32  Mo.  i?.  252.)  And  it  has  been  held  that,  in  a 
Buit  to  charge  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  she  cannot 
appear  and  defend  by  attorney ;  and  that,  if  she  do  thus  appear,  the 
judgment  will  be  reversed  for  error.  {Fox  v.  Tooke^  84  JKo.  /f. 
509.) 

In  Missouri,  when  a  deed  was  offered  in  evidence,  purporting  to 
convey  the  titles  of  married  women  to  land,  and  their  names  were 
in  the  handwriting  of  other  persons,  and  there  was  no  proof  that 
the  women  had  either  signed  or  acknowledged  the  deed,  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  held,  that  it  was  properly  refused  by  the 
court  below  to  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury.  It  was  further  held,^ 
in  the  same  case,  that  a  succession  accruing  to  the  wife  during 
marriage  is  her  paraphernal  property,  which  she  may  administer 
without  the  consent  or  control  of  her  husband,  and  that  the  real 
estate  in  question  was  parapliemal,  and  could  not  be  conveyed 
away  by  the  husbands  of  the  wives  on  whom  it  descended  from 
their  father.    {Meegan  v.  Boyle^  19  How,  U,  8.  JR.  130.) 

§  570.  In  the  State  of  Kansas,  the  statute  provides  that  the  prop- 
erty, real  and  personal,  which  any  woman  owns  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  and  the  rents,  issues,  profits  or  proceeds  thereof,  and  any 
real,  personal  or  mixed  property  which  shall  come  to  her  by  devise, 
bequest  or  descent,  or  the  gifts  of  any  person,  except  her  husband, 
shall  remain  her  sole  and  separate  property,  notwithstanding  her 
marriage,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband, 
or  liable  for  his  debts.  Any  feme-covert  may  sell  and  convey  her 
personal  and  real  property,  and  enter  into  any  contract  with  refer- 
ence to  the  same,  as  if  she  were  sole,  and  she  may  sue  and  be  sued 
as  to  all  matters  respecting  her  separate  property,  the  same  as  if 
she  were  sole,  and  she  may  make  a  valid  will.  She  may  also  carry 
on  any  trade  or  business,  and  perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her 
sole  and  separate  account,  and  the  earnings  of  any  married  woman, 
from  her  trade,  business,  labor  or  services,  are  declared  to  be  her 
sole  and  separate  property,  and  they  may  be  used  or  invested  by 
her  in  her  own  name.    {Rev.  Stat,  of  1862,  eh.  91.) 

It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas,  thai  a  married 
woman  in  bringing  a  suit  upon  a  promissory  note  in  her  own  name. 


^66  •   LAW  OF  CO VERTURE, 

can  only  maintain  her  action  on  the  ground  that  the  note  is  her 
sole  property.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  be  a  defense  to  a  note  held 
by  a  married  woman,  to  show  that  it  actually  belongs  to  her  hus- 
band. {Hadley  y.  Brown^  2  Kansas  i?.  416.) 
'  §  571.  In  the  new  State  of  Nevada  the  statute  provides  that  a 
husband  and  wife  may  by  their  joint  deed  convey  the  real  estate 
of  the  wife,  in  like  manner  as  she  could  do  by  her  separate  deed 
if  unmarried ;  but  that  no  covenant,  express  or  implied,  in  any  such 
conveyance,  shall  bind  such  married  woman  or  her  heirs,  except 
so  far  as  may  be  necessary  effectually  to  convey  all  the  right  and 
interest  belonging  to  her  and  expressed  to  be  conveyed.  {Laws  of 
1861,  ch.  9,  §  2.) 

Tlie  statute  of  the  state  further  provides  that  all  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  of  the  wife,  owned  by  her  before  marriage,  and 
that  acquired  afterward  by  gift,  bequest,  devise  or  descent,  shall  be 
her  separate  property,  and  that  property  similarly  owned  before  or 
acquired  after  marriage  by  theiiusband  shall  be  his  separate  prop- 
erty, and  that  all  property  acquired  after  marriage  by  either  party, 
except  as  above  stated,  shall  be  common  property. 

In  order  to  protect  the  property  of  the  wife  from  liability  for  the 
debts  of  her  husband,  the  statute  requires  that  she  make,  sign  and 
acknowledge,  and  record  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  the  county 
in  which  the  parties  reside,  an  inventory  of  her  separate  property. 
The  statute  further  declares  that  the  husband  shall  have  the  man- 
agoment  and  control  of  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  during 
coverture ;  but  no  alienation,  sale  or  conveyance  of  the  real  prop- 
erty of  the  wife  or  any  contract  for  the  alienation  thereof,  or  of 
any  lien  or  incumbrance  created  thereon,  will  be  valid  except  by 
an  instrnment  in  writing,  executed  and  acknowledged  by  the  hus- 
band and  wife.  The  wife  may  have  a  tnistee  for  her  separate 
property  appointed  by  the  district  court,  if  justly  apprehensive  tliat 
the  same  will  be  mismanaged  or  wasted  by  the  husband.  The 
husband  has  the  entire  management  and  control  of  the  common 
property,  but  it  can  only  be  disposed  of  by  transfer,  in  the  same 
manner .  that  the  wife's  separate  property  can  be  disposed  of 
Dower  and  curtesy  are  abolished,  but  on  the  death  of  the  wife  the 
whole  common  property  goes  to  the  husband,  and  on  the  death  of 
the  husband  half  of  tlie  common  property  goes  to  the  wife,  and 
the  other  half  to  the  descendants  of  the  husband,  or  parties 
entitled  to  his  separate  property.    {Laws  of  1864,  1865,  ch,  76.) 
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By  a  recent  statute,  a  married  woman  may  be  a  trader  in  her 
own  name,  on  application  to  the  court,  upon  a  notice  publicly 
advertised  four  weeks,  of  her  intention  to  apply  for  tlie  order ;  and 
upon  the  granting  the  application  by  the  court,  she  becomes  a  sole 
trader,  and  is  made  responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  her  own 
children,  and  the  husband  is  not  liable  for  any  debts  contracted  by 
her  in  the  business.    {Laws  of  1867 ,  ch.  10.) 

When  any  married  woman  is  a  party  to  an  action,  her  husband 
is  required  to  be  joined  with  her,  except  when  tlie  action  concerns 
her  separate  property,  she  may  sue  alone,  and  when  the  action  is 
between  husband  and  wife,  she  may  sue  or  be  sued  alone.  {Laws 
of  1861,  ch.  103,  §  7.) 

§  572.  In  the  new  State  of  Nebraska,  the  statute  provides  that 
any  real  estate  belonging  to  a  married  woman,  may  be  managed, 
controlled,  leased,  devised  or  conveyed  by  her  by  deed,  or  by  will, 
in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if  she  were  single ; 
but  she  can  convey  her  right  of  dower  in  her  husband's  real  estate 
only  by  a  joint  conveyance  with  her  husband,  and  she  is  not  bound 
by  any  covenant  in  a  joint  deed  by  herself  and  husband.  {Hev. 
Siat.  1866,  ch,  43,  §§  47,  48,  58.) 

The  statutes  of  Nebraska  further  provide  that  when  a  married 
woman  is  a  party  to  an  action,  her  husband  must  be  joined  with 
her,  except  that  vhen  the  action  concerns  her  separate  property 
she  may  sue  without  her  husband  by  her  next  friend.  {Rev.  Stat 
tit.  3,  §  33.) 

§  573.  In  the  State  of  Oregon,  by  the  constitution,  the  property 
and  pecuniary  rights  of  every  married  woman  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  or  afterward  acquired  by  gift,  devise  or  inheritance,  are 
not  subject  to  the  debts  or  contracts  of  the  husband.  {State  Const, 
art.  15,  §  5.)  And-  by  statute  all  such  property  and  rights  are 
declared  to  be  the  separate  property  of  such  niamed  woman,  and 
not  subject  to  be  taken  in  execution,  or  in  any  way  charged  on 
account  of  the  debts  or  contracts  of  her  husband,  irom  and  after  the 
time  said  property  or  pecuniary  rights  are  recorded.  A  declaration 
to  hold  separate  property  executed  and  acknowledged  by  a  feme-- 
covert  must  be  recorded  with  the  county  clerk,  in  order  to  secure 
the  benefits  of  the  statutory  provision.  {General  Lawe^  1864, 
ch.  32.) 

A  married  woman  in  Oregon  may,  by  will,  dispose  of  any  real 
estate  held  in  her  own  right,  subject  to  any  rights  which  h^ 
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hnsbond  may  have  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  {Gen,  Zatos^  1864, 
ch.  62,  §  13.)  And  in  all  suits  where  the  action  concerns  her 
separate  property,  a  feme-eovert  may  ime  alone,  {jffmt,  Zau»,  1864, 
eh.  1,  §  80.)  Without  acknowledgment,  a  married  woman  does 
not  relinguish  her  dower  by  signiAg  and  sealing  her  husband^i 
deed.  {Moore  v.  Thomas,  1  Oregon  R.  201.)  The  courts  have 
held,  that,  under  the  constitution  of  the  state,  in  cases  of  deeds 
without  covenants,  the  same  rule  applies  to  a  feme-cofyeri  as  to  a 
feme-soUj  as  the  constitution  gives  married  women  the  control 
and  disposition  of  their  real  estate.  Hence,  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  is  held  to  apply  to  married  women,  and  they  are  bound 
by  recitals  contained  in  their  deeds.  {OraJiam  v.  Meek,  1  Oregoh 
JR.  325.  But  vide  Fahie  v.  Preseey,  Deoieiona  Sup.  Ckmrty  1866, 
i>.16.) 

It  has  also  been  beld,  by  the  supreme  court,  that  the  provisions 
of  the  constitution  and  statutes  must  be  so  construed  as  to  allow  a 
married  woman  not  only  to  hold  property  as  separate  property, 
without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  but  also  to  exchange  one 
species  of  her  separate  property  for  another,  and  to  authorize  her 
to  sell  any  part  of  her  separate  property  and  retain  the  pnrchase- 
money  as  her  own,  or,  with  it,  buy  other  property,  to  be  held  by 
her  in  the  same  manner  and  for  the  same  purpose.  {Brutmnet  v. 
Wea/ver,  Dee.  Swp.  CovH,  1866,  p.  42.)  And  in  the  same  case,  it 
was  held  that  either  r^istration  or  actual  or  constructive  notice, 
as  in  cases  of  deeds  and  mortgages  of  lands,  would  be  sufficient  to 
bind  the  party  attempting  to  deal  with  her  husband  concerning  her 
property.  {Il>.  46.)  And  it  has  also  been  held,  that  a  married 
woman  cannot  be  deprived  of  her  real  estate,  except  by  her  deed. 
{Carter  v.  Chapnum,  Dec.  Sup.  Court,  1866,  p.  6.) 

§  574.  In  California,  all  property,  both  real  and  personal,  owned 
before  marriage  by  husband  and  wife,  or  acquired  during  coverture 
by  either  party,  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent,  is  declared  to 
be  the  separate  property  of  each ;  all  otherwise  acquired  property 
during  coverture  is  the  common  property  of  both.  The  law,  bow- 
ever,  requires  an  inventory  of  the  wife's  separate  property  to  be 
made,  acknowledged  and  recorded,  as  is  required  in  the  new  State 
of  Nevada ;  and  this  inventory  is  regarded  as  notice  of  the  wife^s 
title,  and  the  property  included  in  it  is  exempt  from  seizure  or 
execution  for  the  husband's  debts.  The  husband  has  the  mana^re- 
ment  and  control  of  the  wife's  property,  but  has  no  power  to 
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alienate  it  or  create  any  lien  upon  it,  except  his  wife  join  him  in 
the  conveyance.  The  personal  propwty  of  tl)e  wife  cannot  be  sold, 
asfiigned,  or  transferred,  unless  both^  husband  and  wife  join  in  the 
sale,  assignment^  or  transfer  thereof,  except  property  which  she  is 
or  may  be  authorized  by  law  to  sell,  asssign,  or  transfer  as  a  feme- 
sole.  The  husband  has  the  entire  control  and  management  of  the 
common  property,  and  an  absolute  power  to  dispose  of  his  own 
separate  property.  The  rents  and  profits  of  the  separate  property 
of  both  parties  are  considered  common  property,  unless  the  terms 
of  the  gift  to  the  wife  require  a  different  arrangement  Dower 
and  curtesy  are  abolislied  by  statute,  and,  in  lieu  of  these  tenures, 
upon  the  death  of  either  party  the  survivor  takes  an  interest  in 
the  common  property. 

When  a  married  woman  is  a  party  to  an  action,  her  husband 
must  be  joined,  except,  if  the  action  concerns  her  separate  prop* 
erty,  she  may  sue  alone ;  and,  if  the  action  is  between  herself  and 
her  husband*  she  may  sue  and  be  sued  alone.  If  both  husband 
and  wife  are  sued  togetlier,  the  wife  may  defend  in  her  own  right. 
The  wife  may  carry  on  in  her  own  name  any  business,  trade,  pro- 
fession, or  art,  under  her  own  name,  and  the  money,  property,  etc., 
invested  belongs  exclusively  to  her,  and  in  respect  to  this  die  has 
all  the  legal  privileges  and  disabilities  of  debtor  and  creditor;  and, 
in  these  circumstances,  the  wife  is  responsible  for  the  maintenance 
of  her  children.  But,  in  order  that  a  wife  may  avail  herself  of 
this  provision  of  law,  she  is  required  to  reside  in  the  state,  and 
must  make  a  declaration  before  a  notary  public  or  other  person 
authorized  to  take  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  that  she  intends  to. 
carry  on  business  in  her  own  name  and  on  her  own  account, 
specifically  setting  forth  in  her  declaration  the  nature  of  the 
business,  trade,  profession,  or  art  in  which  she  proposes  to  engage; 
and  the  amount  invested  in  the  business  must  not  exceed  five 
thousand  dollars,  unless  the  declaration  contain  also  a  statement 
under  oath  that  the  surplus  of  money  above  five  thousand  dollars 
invested  in  said  business  did  not  come  from  any  funds  belonging  to 
her  husband.  ( Wood's  Dig.  ch.  44,  arU.  2605-2614,  2624-2629. 
Laws  of  1862,  J?.  518,  §  1.    Woo(V9  Dig.  ch.  23,  §§  7,  8.) 

§  575.  A  married  woman  of  legal  age  is  given  the  power  to  con- 
vey and  transfer  lands  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  vested  in  or 
held  by  her  in  her  own  right,  as  fully  and  perfectly  as  she  might 
or  could  do  if  single  or  unmarried ;  provided  the  husband  be  not, 


700  LAW  OF  COrSRTURJt. 

snd'fo^  onie  year  next  preceding  the  execution  of  the  infitnunent 
of  conveyance  by  the  wife  has  not  been,  bona  fide  residing  in  the 
Btate.    {Woo^B  Dig.  eh.  44,  §  2630.) 

A  fame-wveH  may  dispose  of  all  her  separate  estate  by  will, 
abscdutely,  without  the  consent  of  her  husband,  either  express  or 
implied,  and  may  alter  or  revoke  the  same  in  like  manner  as  a 
person  under  no  disability  may  do;  but  her  will  is  required  to  be 
attested/ witnessed,  and  proven  in  like  manner  as  aU^other  wills. 
{Law  (ff  1866,  di.  285,  §  1.) 

Upon  the  dissolution  of  the  community  by  the  death  of  the  wi^, 
the  entire  common  property,  without  administration,  goes  to  the 
surviving  husband ;  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  community  by 
the  death  of  the  husband,  one-half  of  the  common  property  goes  to 
the  surviving  wife,  and  the  other  half  is  subject  to  the  testamentary 
dispositibn  of  the  husband,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  disposition, 
such  other  half  goes  to  the  descendants  of  the  husband,  equally,  if 
sueh'  descendants  are  in  the  same  degree  of  kindred  to  the  intest- 
ate, otherwise,  according  to  the  right  of  representation ;  and  in  the 
absence  of  both  such  disposition  and  such  descendants,  sndi  remain- 
ing half  is  subject  to  distribution  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
separate  prop^*ty  of  the  husband ;  prowdedy^^  in  case  of  the  dis- 
solution of  the  community  by  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  entM 
common  property  ib  made  equally  subject  to  his  debts,  llie  fiiniily 
allowttice,  and  the  charges  and  expenses  of  administration.  {La\oi 
of  1864,  ck,  383,  §  1.) 

The  laws  of  ]N'evada  in  respect  to  husband  and  wife,  so  far  as 
they  go,  are  so  very  similar  to  the  laws  of  California  upon  the  same 
subject,  that  it  is  probable  the  former  were  copied  from  the  latter. 

It  will  be  observed  that  tire  statute  of  California  has  done  away 
with  the  common  law  right  of  dower,  and  substitute  in  place  of 
it  the  ludf  interest  in  the  common  property,  of  which  the  husband 
and  wife  are  jointly  seised  during  coverture,  subject  only  to  the 
hxnband's  disposal  during  their  joint  lives;  and  this  provision  is 
the  same  wliethev  the  wife  resides  in  the  state  or  not  {Beard  v. 
Knox,  6  Oal.  E.  256.    ScoU  v.  Ward,  13  ib.  469.) 

Upon  the  d^th  of  the  husband,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  half  the 
common  property,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  com* 
munity.  The  husband  has  not  the  power,  by  a  last  will  and  t^a- 
ment,  to  dispose  of  the  wife's  interest  and  estate  in  the  cominov 
property.    {Morrisory  v*  Bovmum^  29  Col.  R.  337.) 
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§  576.  It  has  been  held  that  the  statute  does  not  affect  the  prop- 
erty after  acquired  in  the  state,  if  acquired  by  a  husband  or  wife 
whose  marriage  occurred  elsewhere,  unless  they  ^'resided  and 

acquired  the  property  herein."    {Dy^  ▼•  Ih/^j  ^1  ^^^«  -^*  ^^T*) 

The  reasonable  presumption  which  attends  the  possession  of 
property  by  either  spouse  during  the  existence  of  the  community, 
can  only  be  overcome  by  clear  and  certain  proof  that  it  was  owned 
by  the  claimant  after  marriage,  or  acquired  afterward  in  one  of 
the  particular  ways  specified  in  the  statutes,  and  that  it  is  property 
ta&en  in  exchange  for  or  in  the  investment,  or  as  the  price  of  the 
property  so  originally  owned  or  acquired.  {Meyer  v.  £inzery  13 
CaL  B.  253.     Tryon  v.  Sutim,  13  tb.  493.) 

Under  the  statutes  of  California,  the  joining  of  tlie  husband  in 
the  conveyance  of  a  wife  of  her  separate  estate,  is  not  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  title,  for  he  has  none  to  convey.  It  is  only  a 
precaution  against  imposition,  or  similar  reasons  of  policy,  or  to 
evidence  his  renunciation  of  the  right  to  manage  or  control  it. 
{Ingcidfy  v.  Juan^  12  Col.  JR.  576.) 

A  deed  by  a  husband  of  his  separate  real  estate  to  a  trustee  for 
the  benefit  of  his  wife,  whether  executed  in  compliance  with  an 
antenuptial  contract,  or  by  way  of  settlement  upon  his  wife,  inde* 
pendent  of  any  previous  contract,  the  husband  being  at  the  time 
free  from  debts  and  liabilities,  is  held  to  be  valid.  The  law  allows, 
and  even  regards  with  favor,  provisions  made  by  the  husband, 
when  in  solvent  circumstances,  for  his  wife  and  family  against  the 
possible  misfortunes  of  a  future  day,  by  setting  apart  a  portion 
of  his  property  for  their  benefit.  {Barker  v.  Kineffum,  13  0(U. 
B.  10.) 

Where  husband  and  wife  execute  a  note  and  mortgage,  the  note 
is  held  to  be  good  as  to  the  husband,  even  if  void  as  to  the  wife, 
and  the  property  is  bound  by  the  mortgage,  independent  of  the 
note  of  the  wife.    {Pfeifer  v.  Beihn,  13  Cal.  B.  649.) 

The  mortgage  of  the  husband  and  wife  of  the  wife's  land  to 
secure  the  debt  of  the  husband,  is  held  to  be  valid.  {De  Zean  v. 
Heguera,  15  Odl.  B.  489.) 

§  577.  The  Code  of  California  gives  to  a  married  woman  the  ri^t 
to  sue  without  the  husband,  in  an  action  concerning  her  separate 
estate.  Property  owned  by  the  wife  betbre  marriage,  and  that 
acquired  afterward  by  gift,  bequest,  devise  or  descent,  are  declared 
to  be  her  separate  property,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  separate 
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property  are  declared  to  be  common  property.  The  statate  confiers 
on  the  parties  before  marriage  an  unlimited  right  to  make  what- 
ever Btipnlation  they  may  agree  upon  in  reepect  to  property,  and 
this  is  not  confined  to  property  ih  e^se^  but  contemplates  property 
to  be  acquired,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of*  the  present  estate.  It 
does  not  dispense  with  the  interposition  of  trustees  to  protect  the 
wife,  except  with  respect  to  the  property  specified  in  the  act'  In 
all  other  respects  the  common  law  remains  unaltered,  and  the  wife 
may  resort  to  trustees  for  all  purposes  of  security.  If  the  hnsband 
should  take  the  rente  and  profits,  he  will  be  held  to  account  for  the 
wife's  benefit,  and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  had  undertaken  a 
specific  trust.  The  law  which  deprives  a  married  woman  of  the 
right  to  make  contracts  is  not  altered  by  the  statute,  unless  in 
respect  to  the  property  specified  by  it,  and  she  cannot  bring  snit  in 
her  own  name  upon  a  contract  which  she  is  not  authorised  bj 
statute  to  make.  {Snyder  v.  Wdb^  3  Col.  R.  86, 87,  88.  And  vide 
I  Bowe  V,  Kohle^  4  ib.  285.    Zuniny  v.  Brady,  10  ib,  267.) 

But  the  Code  permits  the  wife  to  sue  alone  when  the  action  is 
between  herself  and  her  husband*  and  takes  away  the  necessity  of 
suing  by  procAien  ami.  It  is  a  remedial  statute,  and  mnst  be 
beneficially  construed.    {Kashaw  v.  Kashaw^  3  Col.  R.  321.) 

The  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  common  property  is  held  to  be  a 
present,  definite  and  certain  interest,  which  becomes  absolnte  at 
the  death  of  her  husband.  Taking  a  legacy  by  a  wife,  under  the 
will  of  the  husband,  will  not  prevent  her  from  contesting  the 
validity  of  the  will,  so  far  as  it  disposes  of  the  half  interest  in 
the  common  property  to  others.  She  is  entitled  to  her  own  share 
and  to  the  legacy  out  of  the  share  of  her  husband.  {Beard  v.  KnoXt 
5  Col.  R.  266, 257.)    • 

A  promissory  note  executed  by  a  fem^-ccvert  is  held  to  be  abso- 
lutely void,  unless  it  is  a. well  defined  exception  of  the  law.  [Sim- 
jpers  V.  Sloan,  5  Col.  R.  458.    Poole  v.  Gerrard,  6  ib.  72.) 

The  capacity  of  the  wife  to  hold  separate  property  is  created  by 
the  constitution  of  the  state,  and  her  title  thereto  depends  npon 
tiie  mode  pf  acquisition,  and  vests  before  tlie  inventory  provided 
for  can  be  filed.  Tinder  the  statute  of  the  state,  the  sale  of  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife,  whether  real  or  personal,  mnst  be  in 
writing,  signed  and  acknowledged  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  statute,  or  it  is  void.  A  married  woman  can,  to  some  extent, 
avoid  the  inconvenience  of  the  privy  examination,  in  the  sale  of 
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articles  of  personal  property,  by  executing  a  power  of  attorney. 
From  the  position  that  .the  capacity  of  the  wife  as  to  her  separate 
property  is  equal  to  that  of  the  husband  as  to  his  separate  ^ro^ 

of  the  provisions  of  the'  California  statutes.  {Selaver  v.  American 
Russian  Com.  Co.,  7  Cal  E.  270,  271,  172,  273.) 

A  sheriff  may  be  enjoined  from  selling  real  property  belonging 
to  the  wife,  under  an  execution  against  the  husband.  {Alverson  v. 
Janes,  10  Cal.  R.  12.) 

The  court  will  not  support  a  voluntary  disposition  of  the  com- 
mon property,  or  any  portion  of  it,  with  the  view  of  defeating  any 
claims  of  the  wife.    {Smith  v.  Smith,  12  Cal.  R.  226.) 

The  courts  of  California  hold  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in 
pais  has  no  application  to  the  estates  of  married  women ;  and 
farther,  that  a  conveyance  of  9^  ferns-covert,  not  executed  according 
to  the  forms  prescribed  by  statute,  is  invalid.  {Morrison  v.  Wilson^ 
13  Cal.  R.  497.) 

It  is  held  that  the  title  of  the  common  property  is  in  the  hus 
band,  and  he  can  dispose  of  the  same  absolutely,  as  if  it  were  his 
own  separate  property.  The  interest  of  the  wife  is  a  mere  expect- 
ancy, like  the  interest  which  an  heir  may  possess  in  the  property 
of  his  ancestor.  (  Van  Maren  v.  Johnson,  15  C(d.  R.  310.  But 
vide  Smith  v.  Smith,  supra.) 

Neither  the  husband  nor  his  creditors  can  claim  the  proceeds  or 
fruits  of  the  separate  estates  of  the  wife.  A  law  giving  them  such 
fruits  is  unconstitutional.     {George  v.  Ransom,  15  Cal.  R.  323.) 

§  578.  In  an  action  against  a  feme^ole  tradbr,  it  is  improper  to 
join  her  husband  with  her  as  defendant,  and  a  complaint  so 
drawn  is  demurrable.  The  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  make  h/eme-' 
sole  of  a  married  woman  who  is  a  sole  trader,  as  to  the  particular 
business  in  which  she  is  engaged.  And  in  an  action  brought  by  a 
married  woman  concerning  property  belonging  to  her  as  a  sole 
trader,  the  husband  need  not  be  joined.  {McKune  v.  McOarvey, 
6  Cal.  R.  498.     Guttman  v.  ScanneU,  7  ib.  458.) 

By  the  provisions  of  the  sole  trader's  act,  the  legislature  designed 
to  afford  to  every  married  woman  an  opportunity  of  providing 
against  the  improvidence  or  misfortunes  of  her  husband,  by  engag- 
ing in  ail  legitimate  callings,  by  protecting  her  earnings  against 
her  husband  and  his  creditors,  and  enabling  her,  by  her  own 
energy  and  industry,  to  support  herself  and  children.    So  far  from 
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forbidding,  the  law,  by  the  plainest  implication,  intends  that  the 
capital  invested  by  the  wife  as  a  sole  trader,  to  the  extent  of  $5,000, 
may  be  furnished  by  the  hasband.  If  the  husband  at  the  time 
was  insolvent,  the  transfer  as  to  his  creditors  would  be  frauduloit 
and  void.  The  act  does  not  confine  sole  trading  to  any  particular 
trade  or  occupation,  nor  prohibit  tlie  husband  from  being  employed 
by,  or  acting  for  his  wife  in  the  business.  The  fact  that  the  business 
was  uhsnited  to  the  sex  of  the  wife,  and  the  employment  of  the 
husband  therein,  would  be  circumstantial  evidence  tending  to 
establish  fjraud,  but  not  conclusive  evidence  of  it.  {GvUman  v. 
SoanneUj  7  Oal.  R.  458.  Vide  Alverson  v.  Jones,  10  CaL  JR.  13. 
And  also  Aiken  v.  DamSy  17  iJ.  119.    La/u)ren4^  v.  Spear^  Ih.  421.) 

§  S79.  The  courts  hold  that  property  purchased  during  cover- 
ture with  funds  which  constitute  a  part  of  the  separate  estate  of 
the  wife,  will  also  be  her  separate  estate.  A  mortage  executed 
by  the  grantee  of  the  husband  upon  property  purchased  with  funds 
belonging- to  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  and  deeded  to  the  wife 
during  coverture,  is  a  cloud  upon  the  wife's  title  which  a  court  of 
equity  will  remove. 

The  presumption  is,  that  property  conveyed  to  the  wife  for  a 
money  consideration  is  common  property;  but  this  presumptioo 
may  be  rebutted  by  showing  that  it  was  purchased  with  money 
belonging  to  her  separate  estate.  Parties  purchasing  of  the  hn^ 
band  real  estate  deeded  to  the  wife  for  a  money  consideration  during 
coverture,  do  so  at  their  peril.  The  record  of  the  deed  to  tlie  wife 
is  regarded  as  notice  to  all  the  world  that  the  land  may  he  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  is  sufficient  to  put  purcbasere 
upon  inquiry.  {JSamadeU  v.  FuUer^  28  Cat,  R.  41.  And  ride 
Hart  v.  Robertson^  21  ib.  346.     Burton  y.  Sles^  lb.  87.) 

The  rights  of  married  women  as  to  their  separate  property  and 
their  power  over  it,  in  California,  do  not  depend  alone  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law,  or  upon  the  doctrines  of  courts  of  equity, 
bat  mainly  upon  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the  state.  Except 
in  special  cases,  as  under  the  sole  trader's  act,  a  married  woman 
cannot,  by  contract,  create  a  personal  liability  against  herself  in 
any  form. 

Under  the  laws  of  California  a  married  woman,  by  the  m&e 
execution  of  a  promissory  note  in  the  ordinary  form,  in  considera- 
tion of  services  rendered  or  moneys  furnished  for  her  benefit  or 
the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  or  by  the  purchase  of  goods  in 
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the  ordinary  mode  for  her  separate  use,  with  the  intent  and  under- 
standing that  tlie  demand  thus  arising  shall  be  satisfied  out  of  her 
sepiurate  estate,  cannot  create  a  charge  or  incumbranoe  upoa^uch 
separate  estate ;  nor  can  a  court  of  equity  impose  and  enforce 
such  claim  or  dema\id  as  a  charge  or  incumbrance  upon  such  sepa- 
rate estate.    {Maday  v.  Love^  25  Cah  JS.  374,  381.) 

All  property  which  can  be  shown  by  satisfactory  testimony  to 
belong  to  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  whether  real,  personal  or 
mixed,  and  all  the  rents,  issues,  and  increase  thereof,  are,  under 
section  fourteen  of  article  eleven  of  the  constitution,  sacred  to  the 
nse  and  enjoyment  of  the  wife,  and  cannot  be  held  to  answer  for  the 
debts  of  the  husband.  "So  legal  or  beneficial  intei'est  in  the  use  or 
enjoyment  of  the  wife's  separate  property  passes  by  the  fact  of 
marriage  to  the  husband,  and  the  wife's  right  of  property  in  the 
same  is  as  complete  after  ;narriage  as  while  a  fenie^ole.  The 
husband  cannot,  by  any  ind^endent  act  of  his,  acquire  an  interest 
in  such  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  nor  by  his  supervision  or  labor 
can  he  acquire  any  interest  in  the  increase  of  the  .s^me.  In  the 
absence  of  any  express  agreement  to  that  effect,  there  is  no  implied 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  wife  to  compensate  the  husband  for 
his  supervision  of,  and  labor  bestowed  upon,  her  separate  property. 
{Hope  V.  JaneSf  24  Cal.  B.  92.) 


CHAPTER  XXXVIL 

STATUTORY  POLICY  OF  THE  SOUTHERN  STATES  IN  RESPECT  TO  ITUSBAND 
AND  WIFE  AND  MARITAL  RIGHTS — LAWS  OF  VIRGINIA,  WEST  VIRGINIA, 
KENTUCKY,  TENNESSEE,  NORTH  CAROLINA,  SOUTH  CAROLINA,  GEORGIA, 
FLORIDA,  ALABAMA,   MISSISSIPPI,  LOUISIANA,  ARKANSAS  AND  TEXAS— 
JUDICIAL  CONSTRUCTION  AND  DECISIONS. 

§  580.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  thing  distinctive  in  the 
statutes  of  Virginia,  or  West  Virginia,  in  respect  to  husband  and 
wife,  or  marital  rights ;  in  the  main,  the  common  law  doctrine 
prevails.  In  West  Virginia  the  court  of  appeals  have  lield,  upon 
common  law  principles,  that  a  gift  of  choses  in  action  from  a  hus- 
band to  his  wife,  although  void  at  law,  will  be  sustained  by  a  court 
of  equity  when  it  is  not  unreasonable  in  its  provisions,  nor  in  fraud 
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of  creditors,  and  that  the  intervention  of  a  trustee  is  not  neeessaiy. 
to  make  a  gift  or  settlement  to  a  wife,  whether  the  estate  is  derived 
from«  the  husband  or  a  stranger ;  and,  further,  that  the  husband, 
during  his  life-time,  and  his  personal  representatives  after  his 
death,  will  be  treated  as  a  trustee  for  the  wife  of  such  estate,  and 
be  enjolped  from  making  any  legal  disposition  of  it  in  contraven- 
tion to  the  trust.  But  there  is  nothing  peculiar  in  this  doctrine,  aa 
it  is  recognized  in  all  the  states  and  in  England.  {Fox  v.  Jones^ 
1  W.  Va.  R.  205.) 

By  the  statute  of  Virginia  a. married  woman  may  convey  "any 
estate  or  interest "  belonging  to  her  by  uniting  in  a  deed  with  her 
husband,  and  being  privily  examined,  and  such  deed  is  declared  to 
have  the  same  effect  to  pass  her  interest  as  if  she  were  an  unmar- 
ried  woman.  (1  Bev.  Code,  1819,  p.  368.  Code  1849,  cA.  121, 
§  7.)  The  court  of  appeals  have  held  that  this  statute  does  not 
apply  to  personal  estate,  and  that  a  deed  executed  by  husband  and 
wife,  with  the  formalities  of  the  act,  and  admitted  to  record,  is  not 
sufficient  to  pass  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  personal  estate  which 
was  incapable  of  being  reduced  into  possession  by  the  hnsband. 
{NeUon  V.  Jenning^y  2  Va.  E,  369.) 

§  581.  The  courts  of  Virginia  hold  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  decree  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract  by  a  husband  and 
wife  for  the  sale  of  the  wife^s  land,  at  the  suit  of  the  vendee,  the 
wife  refusing  to  execute  the  contract ;  nor  will  the  court  compel 
the  husband  to  convey  his  life  estate  to  the  vendee,  with  compen- 
sation for  the  failure  of  the  wife  to  convey  her  interest  in  the  land. 
The  court  declared,  in  the  same  case,  that,  under  the  statute  (Code^ 
ch.  121,  §  7,  p.  514),  the  deed  of  a  married  woman,  with  generai 
warrarUy  can  operate  no  further  on  her  representatives  than  to  pass 
such  right,  title  and  interest  as  at  the  date.of  sucii  deed  she  might 
have  in  the  estate  thereby  conveyed.  {Clarke  v.  JReinSj  12  Orati. 
Ji.  98.) 

When  a  husband  carries  on  a  mercantile  business  as  agent  for  his 
wife,  and  he  is  aided  by  his  sons,  who  are  minors,  and  the  business 
is  profitable,  and  property  is  accumulated  from  its  profits,  the  courts 
of  Virginia  hold  that  the  husband  has  an  interest  in  the  property, 
which  may  be  subjected  by  his  creditors  to  tlie  payment  of  his 
debts.    {Pe^m  v.  Whiieheade,  12  Graii.  li.  74.) 

The  courts  of  Virginia  hold  that  under  their  statutes  a  husband 
is  not  a  competent  witness  to  a  deed  executed  during  the  marriage 
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by  which  real  estate  is  conveyed  to  his  wife,  either  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  dne  execution  of  the  deed  when  called  in  question,  or 
for  the  purpose  of  having  it  admitted  to  record.  (Johnston  v. 
Slater,  11  GraU,  R.  321.) 

It  has  been  held  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  Virginia  that  a  deed 
from  a  husband  to  his  wife,  conveying  to  her  all  his  property,  real 
and  personal,  under  circumstances  showing  a  strong  meritorious 
consideration,  set. up  in  equity  against  a  nephew,  the  heir  at  law 
of  the  grantor,  may  be  sustained.  {Jones  v.  Ohenchain,  10  Gratt. 
JR,  259.) 

A  deed  executed  by  husband  and  wife  under  a  power  of  attorney, 
was  held  to  be  the  deed  of  the  husband,  thougli  void  as  to  the  wife, 
the  power  as  to  the  wife  being  void,  {Shanks  v.  Lcmcaster,  5  Grotto 
H.  110.) 

The  court  of  appeals  doubted,  in  a  case  before  them,  whether 
the  wifii  joining  with  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  of  land  as  his 
land,  thereby  divests  herself  of  her  equitable  interest  in  the  land. 
{Heth  V.  Richmond  J  Fredericksburgh  and  Potomac  B.  R,  Co.,  4 
OraU,  R.  482.) 

§  582.  In  the  State  of  Kentucky  it  is  provided  by  statute  that 
marriage  shall  give  to  the  husband,  durfhg  the  life  of  the  wife,  no 
estate  or  interest  in  her  real  estate  or  chattels  real,  owned  at  the 
time  or  acquired  by  her  after  marriage,  except  the  use  thereof, 
with  power  to  rent  the  real  estate  for  not  more  than  three  years  at 
a  time,  and  receive  the  rent  therefor;  and  further  that  such  real 
estate  and  rent  shall  not  be  liable  for  any  debt  or  responsibility  of 
his,  contracted  or  incurred  before  or  after  marriage,  but  are  liable 
for  her  debts  and  responsibilities  contracted  or  incurred  before 
marriage,  and  for  such  contracted  after  marriage  on  account  of 
necessaries  for  herself  or  any  member  of  her  family,  her  husband 
included,  as  shall  be  evidenced  by  writing  signed  by  her  and  her 
husband ;  and  the  remedy  may  be^against  both  or  against  her  alone, 
as  the  case  may  require.  Though'  the  husband's  contingent  right 
of  curtesy  or  life  estate,  or  right  to  the  use  and  rent  of  the  wife's 
real  estate,  cannot  be  sold  for,  or  otherwise  subjected  to  the  pay- 
ment of,  any  separate  debt  or  responsibility  of  his  during  the  life 
of  his  wife,  the  husband  is  not  liable  for  any  debt  or  responsibility 
of  the  wife  contracted  or  incurred  before  marriage,  except  to  the 
ampunt  of  whatever  he  may  receive  by  her,  independent  of  real 
estate,  and  the  use  and  rent  thereof;  except  for  necessaries  fur- 
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nished  her  after  marriage,  he  is  liable  aa  formerlj.    (2  Re/o.  StaL 
art.  2,  ch.  47,  §§  1,8.) 

The  well  settled'  doctrine  formerly  was,  that,  by  virtue  of  tbe 
marriage,  the  husband  acquired  an  estate  ibr  life  of  Uie  wife,  or 
during  coverture,  in  lands  owned  by  her;  tliis  is  the  rule  at  comnion 
law,  and  therefore  the  husband  might  sell  his  interest  in  his  wife's 
lands,  or  the  same  might  be  sold  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  and  exe- 
cution against  him,  and,  on  such  sale,  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to 
the  husband's  interest,  and  with  it  the  right  to  the  possession  dur- 
ing coverture,  and,  in  case  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  attached,  daring 
the  life  of  the  husband.  {JUcZain  v.  Gregg^  2  Marsfu  li.  455. 
Smith  V.  Long^  1  J.  P,  Mete.  Ji.  487.)  But  it  will  be  observed 
that  this  rule  of  the  common  law  is  now  changed  by  tlie  statute. 
It  has  been  held,  however,  tliat  althougli  the  statute  ess^itially 
modifies  the  pre-existing  marital  rights  of  the  husband  as  therein 
named,  yet  the  only  object  of  the  restriction  upon  the  p^wer  of 
the  husband,  as  it  respects  the  period  for  which  he  may  rent  the 
real  estate  of.  his  wife,  evidently  was  to  secure  more  effectually  to 
her  the  exercise  of  her  right  of  appropriating  the  rents  and  profits 
in  the  purchase  of  necessaries  for  herself  and  family,  and  also  of 
her  furtlier  right  to  demand  of  the  chancellor  an  eqnitable  settle- 
ment upon  herself,  out  of  the  rents  and  issues  of  her  real  ^tate, 
whenever  she  may  present  a  case  which  would  authorize  such, 
equitable  remedy  on  her  behalf.  The  restriction  is  merely  upon 
the  property,  as  to  the  general  pre-existing  marital  rights  of  tbe 
husband :  and  it  is  decided  that  the  statute  was  not  intended  to 
convert  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  wife's  lands  into  a  separate 
estate,  for  her  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  and  subject  to  her  exclu- 
sive control  and  dominion,  without  regard  to  the  circumfitances  of 
herself  and  husband,  or  their  family ;  and^that  she  cannot  reeover 
rents  and  profits  of  the  vendors  for  her  lands  against  the  contract 
of  her  husband,  on  a  rescission. of  such  contract,  in  the  absence  of 
sufiicient  ground  for  an  equitable  settlement  upon  her,  upon  the 
pre-existing  principles  of  equity.    {Smith  v.  Zong^  sttpra.) 

As  the  law  now  stands,  the  real  estate  owned  by  tbe  wife,  and 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  are  exempted  from  any  liability  for 
the  debts  of  the  husband ;  but  they  are  liable  for  her  debts  con- 
tracted before  coverture.  {Smith  v.  Wilsony  2  JUetc.  R.  237.)  The 
provision  of  tho  statute  witji  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  wifeV 
property  for  necessaries  furnished  the  family,  relates  simply  \o  tl- 
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geaeraH  property  as  contradistinguished  from  her  %eparaU  estate. 
(Tbomfo  V.  Stone^  2  Meio,  R.  522.)  The  general  estate  of  a  feme- 
covert  is  liable  to  the  payment  of  debts  contracted  after  marriage 
for  necessaries  for  herself  and  family,  but  only  when  evidenced  by 
a  writing  signed  by  herself  and  her  husband.  {Ma/rshaU  v.  Miller^ 
3  Meto.  JS.  333.) 

§  583.  It  has  been  judicially  declared  that  by  the  authorities  the 
following  propositions  are  substantially  settled : 

1.  That,  before  the  Kentucky  act  of  1846,  the  liusband  upon  his 
marriage  became  entitled  absolutely  to  all  the  personal  estate 
belonging  to  his  wife,  in  possession  or  reduced  to  possession  during 
covertui'e,  and  the  same  was,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  his  prop- 
erty.    This  was  simply  the  common  law  rule. 

2.  That  the  husband,  either  as  distributee  of  the  wife's  estate,  or 
ad  her  administrator  if  he  survived  her,  was  entitled  to  all  the 
cAoees  jn  action  and  vested  rights  to  her  personal  estate  belonging 
to  the  wife  before  her  marriage,  or  coming  to  her  during  her 
marriage,  and  when  reduced  to  his  possession  as  adr^inistrator  he 
was  not  bound  to  distribute  them,  but  might  appropriate  them  to 
his  own  use.  This,  too,  is  the  common  law  rule.  But  these  rights 
are  now  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1846  and  1852. 

3.  That  personal  property  conveyed  before  1846,  to  a  trustee  for 
the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  on  her  death  vests  absolutely  in  the 
husband,  unless  otherwise  directed  by  the  terms  of  the  deed,  or 
will,  creating  the  estate.  {Cox  v.  Ccleman^  13  B.  Man.  JS.  458. 
And  vide  Brown  v.  Alden^  14 15. 148.  Payne  v.  Payne,  11  ib.  138. 
Achett  V.  Eoerett,  12  ih.  371.    liichardson  v.  Spencer,  18  ib.  450.) 

Where,  by  an  antenuptial  contract,  it  is  agreed  that  the  wife 
shall  hold  her  property  to  her  separate  use,  to  dispose  of  as  she 
pleases  during  the  ^overture,  by  deed  or  will,  and  the  wife  dies 
without  making  any  disposition  thereof,  the  agreement  is  at  an 
end,  and  the  husband  has  the  same  right  therein  as  if  the  ante- 
nuptial contract  had  never  existed,  and,  before  the  acts  of  1846 
and  1852,  would  have  vested  absolutely  in  the  husband ;  but  those 
acts  restrain  and  limit  his  estate  therein  to  that  of  an  estate  for 
life.    {HaH  v.  Setoard,  14  B.  Man.  B.  304.) 

A  release  by  a  wife  of  her  potential  right  of  dower  fonns  a 
valuable  consideration  sufficient  to  sustain  a  settlement  upon  her 
by  her  hnsband,  even  against  the  creditors  of  the  husband.  (  Ward 
v.  CroUy,  4  Met<i.  R.  59.) 
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Antenuptial  agreements  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  will  be 
enforced  in  equity.  A  conveyance  from  the  husband  to  his  wife 
will  be  upheld  in  equity ;  and  eren  executory  contracta  between 
husband  and  wife,  without  a  trustee,  are  good  in  equity.  So  held 
by  the  courts  of  Kentucky  upon  authority.  '  {Marraman  v.  Mar^ 
raman,  4  3fetc.  R,  84.) 

It  has  been  held  that  the  word  ^^  necessaries,'^  as  used  in  the 
statute,  should  receive  a  liberal  construction,  to  embrace  sudi 
things  as  the  family  ought  to  have  and  enjoy«  including  the  hus- 
band, considering  the  social  position  of  the  family  and  the  estate 
of  the  wife.  But  the  proof  must  show  that  the  debt  is  for  such 
necessaries  within  the  Iaw«  for  which  the  wife^s  estate  can  be 
rendered  liable,  or  the  action  will  fail  as  to  the  wife.  {Bergtr 
V.  For^ytKe,  17  B.  Monroe's  E.  556.  PeU  v.  CoU,  2  Metcaffs 
R.  .252.) 

§  584.  Since  the  act  of  1846,  the  wife's  I^al  title  is  reoc^ized 
as  a  separate  estate,  and  such  separate  estate  may  be  created  by  a 
parol  gift,  or.  other  transfer,  when  the  title  to  the  property  will 
pass  without  a  transfer  or  conveyance  in  writing,  but,  to  sastain 
sucli  a  gift,  it  must  be  clearly  and  distinctly  proved  that  it  was 
made  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  wife  to  the  exclusion  of 
tlie  husband.  {Tindey  v.  RoU^  2  Meto.  R.  509.  WTieder  v.  Jen- 
nings^ 16  £.  Mon.  R.  481.  McClanahan  v.  Beasley,  17  tb.  113.) 
But  the  presumption  of  title  in  the  husband,  of  the  wife^a  prop- 
erty, which  obtained  from  his  possession  before  the  act  of  1844i, 
does  not  since  that  act  ekist,  and  her  property  is  not  now  liable 
for  his  debts.  {Craig  v.  Payne^  4  BiWs  R.  337.  Blair  v.  JDavis^ 
Eacecutor^  9  B.  Mon.  R.  61.  McClanahan  v.  Beadey^  supra, 
Wheeler  v.  Jennings^  supra.)  The  wife  cannot,  as  the  law  now 
stands,  make  a  valid  executory  contract  for  the  sale  or  purchaae  of 
land,  except  in  the  manner  authorized  by  statute,  unless  she  has  a 
separate  estate  in  the  land  sold  or  agreed  to  be  sold.  Her  power 
as  to  her  separate  property  is  imparted  under  the  instrument 
creating  it  as  such,  and  she  has  the  exclusive  control  of  such 
property,  except  as  limited  by  the  instrument  under  which  she 
holds  it.  It  seems  that  all  of  her  real  estate  does  not,  even  now, 
belong  to  her  as  her  separate  estate.  {Johnson  v.  JoneSj  12  B, 
if  on.  R.  33(f.  PeUy  v.  Malier,  14  il.  247.)  No  statute  prior  to 
those  of  1846  and  1852  authorized  die  wife  to  convey  any  thing 
but  land,  and  consequently  no  conveyance  previous  to  those  acts, 
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and  none  since  not  made  in  conformitj  thereto,  could  pass  any 
interest  of  the  wife.    {Lynn  v.  Bradley^  1  Meto,  R.  332.) 

There  has  been  a  large  amount  of  litigation  under  the  married 
woman's  acts  with  respect  to  property  in  slaves,  but  as  that 
species  of  property  is  no  longer  recognized  in  Kentucky,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  here  the  result  of  such  litigation. 

The  husband  is  liable  under  the  present  law  for  the  debts  con- 
tracted by  his  wife  dum  sola  to  the  extent  of  the  personal  estate 
received  by  her;  but  in  order  to  recover  such  a  debt,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  action  be  prosecuted  against  the  husband  and  wife.  The 
passage  of  the  act  of  1846  and  1852  does  not  require  any  change 
in  the  mode  of  proceedings  against  husband  and  wife  for  the  debts 
of  the  wife,  other  than  that  the  judgment  should  show  how  it  is  to 
be  levied.  The  obligation  of  the  husband  for  the  debts  of  the 
wife  created  before  marriage,  is  not  absolute,  but  contingent. 
The  death  of  the  husband  or  the  wife  destroys  the  liability.  For, 
as  the  law  stood  prior  to  the  act,  the  debt  of  a  feme-^ole  was  not, 
on  her  marriage,  considered  as  transfen*ed  to  her  husband.  If  it 
had  been,  he  or  his  executor  would  have  been  liable  after  the 
termination  of  the  coverture.  The  debt  remained  hers,  notwith- 
standing her  marriage,  and  upon  her  husband's  death,  if  the  debt 
was  unpaid,  her  liability  existed,  as  it  had  done  prior  to  her  mar- 
riage. The  contract  was  the  contract  of  the  wife,  and  not  of  the 
husband,  and,  therefore,  the  law  exempting  his  estate  from  the 
payment  of  the  debt  of  his  wife  contracted  dum  aola^  cannot  be 
regarded  as  having  the  effect  of  impairing  the  obligation  of 
the  contract.     {Fidtz  v.  Fox,  9  B.  Mon.  li.  502.) 

In  an  action  against  a  husband  and  his  wife  to- recover  upon  the 
contract  of  the  wife  dum  aoUiy  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that 
the  husband  has  received  property  by  his  wife.  {Fidtz  v,  Fox^ 
9upra.)  The  provisions  of  law  with  respect  to  actions  against 
married  women  are  contained  in  the  Code,  which  declares  that 
"  when  a  married  woman  is  a  party,  her  husband  must  be  joined 
with  her,  except  that,  when  the  action  concerns  lier  separate  prop- 
erty, she  may  sne  alone."  {Civil  Code^  ch.  5,  §  49.  And  vide 
Beaumont  v.  Miller^  1  Mete.  R.  70.) 

The  provision  of  section  forty-nine  of  the  Civil  Code,  that  when 
the  action  concerns  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  or  when  the 
action  is  between  husband  and  wife,  she  may  sue  alone,  relates 
merely  to  the  form  of  procedure.    It  confers  no  new  right  of 
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action.     It,  in  fact,  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  a  next  friend, 
and  that  is  about  all.     {Mataoii  v.  Matson^  4  Mete,  li,  262.) 

§  685.  When  the  husband  abandons  the  wife  and  lives  separately 
and  apart  from  her,  or  abandons  her  and  leaves  the  state,  witliout 
making  sufficient  provision  for  her  maintenance,  or  when  he  is 
confined  in  the  penitentiary  for  an  unexpired  terra  of  more  than 
one  year,  the  wife  may,  by  petition  in  chancery,  be  empowered  to 
use,  enjoy  and  sell,  for  her  own  benefit,  any  property  she  may 
acquire  thereafter,  or  may  have  acquired  since  the  abandonment 
or  leaving  the  state;  to  make  contracts,  sue  and  be  sued  as  a 
single  woman ;  and  also  to  recover  in  her  own  name,  any  property 
or  debt  to  which  she  may  be  entitled,  or  to  which  the  husband  is 
entitled  in  her  right.  She  may  also  be  empowered  to  sell  and 
convey  by  her  own  deed,  any  of  her  real  estate  freed  from  any 
claim  of  her  husband.  But  such  husband,  upon  manifesting 
proper  disposition  again  to  cohabit  with  his  wife,  and  make  suita- 
ble provision  for  her,  or  upon  his  release  from  the  penitentiary,  by 
his  petition  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  have  all  or  part  of 
said  powers  revoked,  and  take  upon  himself  the  prosecution  or 
defense  of  any  suit  pending  by  or  against  him.  (2  Rev,  Stat.  art. 
2,  ch.  47,  §§  4,  6.) 

When  the  real  estate  of  a  wife  is  taken  for  a  railroad,  turnpike, 
or  other  public  use,  or  shall  be  damaged  by  such  road,  turnpike,  or 
other  public  work,  the  compensation  or  damages  must  be  appro- 
priated by  the  court  in  such  manner  as  she  on  privy  examination 
may  direct,  or  without  such  examination,  for  her  benefit,  in  such 
manner  as  to  the  court  may  seem  just.    (2  Rev.  Stat.  art.  2,  ch.  47, 

§7.) 

A   married  woman  coming  from  another  state  or  country,  to 

Kentucky,  without  her  husband,  he  never  having  resided  in  the 

state,  may  contract,  buy  and  sell,  sue  and  be  sued,  as  an  unmarried 

woman;  but  the  arrival  of  her  husband  in  the  state,  and  claiming 

his   marital  rights,  will  revoke  all  such  power,  leaving  existing 

liabilities  of  herself,  and  all  property  held  by  her,  and  all  suits, 

unaffected  by  the  revocation.     (2  Rev., Stat.  art.  2,.cA.  47,  §  8.) 

§  686.  Instead  of  the  common  law  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  the 

husband,  when  there  is  issue  of  the  marriagei  born  alive,  has  an 

estate  for  his  own  life  in  all  the  real  estate  owned  and  possessed 

by  the  wife  at  the  time  of  her  death,  or  of  which  another  may  then 

be  seised  to  her  use;  but  he  will  hold  the  same  subject  to  the 
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debts  of  his  wife ;  and,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  wife  is 
endowed  for  her  life  of  one-third  of  the  real  estate  whereof  he,  or 
any  one  for  hi^  tise  was  seised  of  an  estate  iufee  sifnph  at  any  time 
during  the  coverture,  unless  her  right  to  such  dower  shall  have 
been  barred,  forfeited,  or  relinquished.  A  divorce  bars  all  claim  to 
curtesy  or  dower.    (2  liev.  Stat.  art.  4,  ch.  47,  §§  1,  3,  15.) 

It  seems  that  in  order  that  tlie  husband  be  entitled  to  the  provis 
ion  of  the  statute  in  his  favor  upon  the  death  of  his  wife,  there 
must  be  all  the  requisites  to  entitle  the  husband  to  curtesy  at  com- 
mon law.  The  only  essential  difference  between  this  provision* 
and  the  provision  of  the  common  law  is,  that  here  the  husband 
takes,  in  addition  to  the  common  law  provision,  a  life  estate  in  the 
real  estate  of  which  another  is  seised,  to  the  use  of  the  wife  at 
the  time  of  her  death ;  and  the  entire  estate  is  subject  to  the  debts 
of  the  wife.  ( Vide  Oldham  v,  Henderson^  5  DancCs  R.  257.  Stine- 
haugh  V.  Wisdom^  13  B.  Mon.  Ji.  469.  Welch  v.  Chandler,  lb. 
431.  Vanarsdale  v.  FaunUeroy^s  heirs^  7  lb.  401.  Powell  v.* 
Gossam,  18  ib.  192.  Payne  t.  Payne,  11  ib.  139.  Machey  v. 
ProcUr,  12  iJ.  435.  Northcutt  v.  Whipp,  Ib.  72.  Neely  v.  B^iU 
ler,  10  ib.  50.  (?rr  v.  HoUiday,  9  ib.  t>9.  Stevens  y.  Smith,  4  J. 
J.  Marsh.  R.  65.  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  2  Mete.  R.  331.)  The 
wife's  dower,  under  the  statutes  of  Kentucky,  depends  substantially 
upon  the  same  circumstances  which  entitle  a  widow  to  her  dower 
at  common  law;  except  that  by  the  Kentucky  statute  the  wife 
will  have  dower  of  real  estate,  although  tliere  may  have  been  no 
actual  possession,  or  recovery  of  possession,  by  the  husband  in  liis 
life-time.  (2  Rev.  Stat.  art.  4,  ch.  47,  §  5.  And  vide  Northcutt  v. 
Whipp,  12  B.  Mon.  R.  73.  Hickman  v.  Irvine^s  heirs,  3  DancCs 
R.  122.  Price  v.  Prices  heirs,  6  ib.  107.  Lawson  v.  Mori/>n, 
lb.  472.)  Another  change  made  by  the  statutes  of  Kentucky  with 
respect  to  dower  is,  that,  whenever  the  huftband  has  such  an  equity 
as  will  authorize  the  chancellor  to  decree  a  conveyance  of  the  legal 
title  to  the  husband,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed,  while  at 
common  law  she  only  had  dower  in  lands  to  which  the  husband 
had  legal  title.  {Gully  v.  Ray,  18  B.  Mon.  R.  113.)  But  it  is 
the  design  here  only  to  refer  to  such  changes  in  the  marital  rights 
of  husband  and  wife  as  are  made  by  the  statute,  and  hence  but 
little  is  appropriate  upon  the  general  subject  of  curtesy  or  dower. 

§  587.  If  any  stock  in  any  of  the  banks  or  other  corporations 
of  the  state  is  taken  for  or  transferred  to  any  female,  and  it  is 
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expresaed  on  the  face  of  the  certificate  or  transfer  book  of  snch 
Btock  that  it  is  for  the  exclusive  nse  of  such  female  for  her  annaal 
support,  no  husband  she  then  has,  or  may  thereafter  have,  shall 
take  any  interest  in  such  stock,  or  the  dividends  therein ;  but  if 
unmarried,  she  may  dispose  of  it  by  will,  or,  if  married,  so  dispose 
of  it  with  the  consent  of  her  husband,  or  without  such  consent,  if 
so  provided  in  the  deed  or  will  creating  the  trust.  She  may  also 
receive  the  dividends,  and  give  acquittances  therefor,  as  though 
unmarried ;  but  she  cannot  in  any  way  anticipate  tlie  same ;  nor 
can  any  dividend  be  paid  upon  any  order  or  power  given  by  her, 
before  the  same  is  declared. 

It  is  further  provided  by  statute,  that  if  real  or  personal  estate 
be  conveyed  or  devised  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman, 
or  for  that  of  an  unmarried  woman,  to  the  exclusion  of  any  hus- 
band she  may  thereafter  have,  she  shall  not  alienate  such  estate 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  any  husband  she  may  have ;  but 
may  do  so  where  it  is  a  gift  by  the  consent  of  the  donor  or  his 
personal  representative.  The  aliedktion,  however,  of  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman,  is  not  forbidden,  whether  such  estates 
were  created  before  or  since  the  passage  of  the  statute,  by  a  trustee 
under  the  express  power  in  the  will  or  deed  creating  such  estates. 
But  the  separate  estates  of  married  women  cannot  be  sold  or 
incumbered. 

A  mamed  woman  may,  by  will,  dispose  of  any  estate  secured  to 
her  separate  use  by  deed,  or  in  the  exercise  of  a  special  power 
to  that  efiect.  So,  also,  married  women  may  convey  any  real  or 
personal  estate  which  they  own,  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest, 
legal  or  equitable,  in  possession,  reversion  or  remainder.  The 
court  ordering  a  sale  of  a  married  woman's  lands,  must  cause 
the  proceeds  of  the  same  to  be  re-invesied  in  lands  in  or  out  of  the 
state,  subject  to  the  same  uses,  limitations  and  trusts  as  the  lands 
sold  were  held.  (2  Rev.  Stat.  aH.  4,  ch.  47,  §§  16,  17,  20,  om 
amefnded^  March  3, 1886.) 

A  wife  may  dispose  of  her  separate  estate  by  will,  and  may 
make  a  will  in  pursuance  of  a  power  for  that  purpose.  She 
may  with  tlie  assent  of  her  hjisband  dispose  of  her  personal  estate. 
The  grant  of  such  a  power  is  implied  'from  his  consent  that  she 
may  make  a  will.  A  general  assent  is  sufficient;  this  consent 
should  be  given  to  the  probate  court,  because  he  may  revoke  hia 
consent  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  or  at  any  time  before  probate. 
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When  a  will  is  made  with  the  express  consent  of  the  husband,  very 
little  proof  will  be  required  to  show  the  continuance  of  the  consent. 
The  statute  of  wills  applies  only  to  real  estate,  and  though  it  does 
not  confer  on  a  feme^oo^ert  the  power  to  devise  real  estate,  it  has 
nexer  been  held  to  prevent  her  from  devising  real  estate  under  a 
power  of  appointment,  (George  v.  Bussiiig,  15  B,  Man'.  li,  363. 
Vide  also  Molly  Totems  vnUy  2  Dandle  H.  216.  Priscilla  Kelly^a 
wiU,  5  B.  Mon^  H  373.) 

The  provision  giving  a  feme-covert  power  to  convey  her  real  and 
personal  estate,  applies  alone  to  the  general  property  of  married 
women.  The  separate  estate  of  a  feme<overt  created  since  the 
adoption  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  cannot  be  sold  or  incumbered 
but  by  an  order  of  the  court  of  equity ;  and  these  separate  estates  are 
included  in  the  directions  to  this  effect  contained  in  section  seven 
teen  of  the  statute,  equally  with  estates  created  before  the  adoption 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes.  {Stacker  v.  WhiUockj  3  Meto,  R.  244. 
SiuaH  v.  Wilder,  17  B.  M<m.  72.  59.) 

By  section  twenty  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  married  women  can 
still  convey  their  general  property ;  and  the  section  is  comprehen- 
sive enough  to  embrace  every  conceivable  interest  or  right  which 
a  married  woman  may  have  in  property  real  or  personal,  and  every 
kind  of  conveyance  by  deed.  A  deed  of  trust  or  moitgage  either, 
is  a  conveyance  by  deed  in  the  legal  sense  of  tliat  phrase  in  the 
statute.    \&mith  v.  WiUm,  2  Mete.  R.  237.) 

The  provision  forbidding  the  separate  estates  of  married  women 
to  be  sold  or  incumbered,  completely  fetters  the  powers  of  a  feme- 
covert  to  alienate  such  estate,  and  it  may  have  the  effect  of  limiting 
her  expenditures  to  an  outlay  of  the  profits  merely  as  they  may 
accrue.  Such  a  restriction  may  be  considered  severe  in  some  cases ; 
but,  from  the  words  of  the  statute,  it  is  declared  that  there  is  no 
room  lefl  to  doubt  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
and  that  such  is  the  law.  The  terms  of  prohibition  are  general, 
and  embrace  all  separate  estates.  ^ 

It  has  been  judicially  declared  that  this  provision  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes  was  enacted,  not  only  to  protect  the  rights  of  mamed 
women  by  securing  their  separate  estates  against  their  own 
improvidence,  as  well  as  all  improper  influences  which  might  be 
attempted  to  be  exercised  over  them,  but  also  more  effectually  to 
secure  the  attainments  of  the  object  of  the  donor  in  their  creation. 
Instead  of  depriving  married  women  of  any  of  their  i*ights  in  their 
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separate  estate,  it  tends  to  secure  them  in  the  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  them.  The  power  to  violate  the  instrument  creating  her 
estate,  and  to  make  a  disposition  of  the  property  embraced  by  it 
inconsistent  with  and  calculated  to  defeat  the  evident  intention  of 
the  donor  in  making  her  the  object  of  his  bonnty,  cannot  be  regarded 
as  such  a  vested  right  in  a  married  woman  as  to  place  it  beyond 
egislative  control  or  regulation.  Indeed,  the  existence  of  such  a 
power  was  only  recognized  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  the  propriety 
of  permitting  its  exercise  unless  it  waa  expressly  conferred  by  the 
instrument  which  created  the  estate,  has  been  frequently  questioned 
by  the  most  enlightened  chancellors. 

Married  women  can  still  sell  and  convey  their  separate  estates ; 
but  it  must  be  done  as  prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  not  otherwise, 
and,  under  the  superintendence  of  a  court  of  equity,  when  created 
before  the  Ist  of  July,  1852 ;  and  the  proceeds  must  be  invested  for 
the  same  use  as  that  contained  in  the  convevance  or  devise  bv 
which  the  separate  estate  was  originally  created.  The  mode  in 
which  the  sale  and  conveyance  are  to  be  made  is  varied  ;  but  the 
restriction  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  nature  of  the  estate,  and 
its  operation  is  evidently  advantageous  to  the  owners  of  snch  prop- 
erty, by  secnring  them  in  the  continued  enjoyment  of  it.  As  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale,  when  made,  are  required  to  be  reinvested  for  the 
separate  use  of  the  wife,  she  is  thereby  guarded  against  that  influ- 
ence to  which  her  condition  naturally  subjects  her,  and  which  it  is 
almost  impossible  for  her  to  resist,  by  the  withdrawal  of  all  tempta- 
tion for  its  exercise.  {Daniel  v.  Hobinson^  18  B,  Mofi.  li.  306. 
Williamson  v.  Williamson,  lb.  385.)  Before  the  act  of  1852,  there- 
fore, the  separate  estate  of  a  feme-covert  could  be  sold  and  conveyed 
tmder  the  superintendence  of  a  court  of  equity ;  but,  as  the  law 
now  stands,  it  can  be  done  only  by  consent  of  the  donor.  (Steieari 
V.  WiMer,  17  B.  Mon.  B.  69.  Stone  v.  autftrie,  2  Meic.  B.  520.) 
The  husband  cannot  'now  bind  the  separate  estate  of  his  wife  by 
mortgage,  as  his  powet*  over  such  estate  is  restricted  by  the  statute. 
{Stewart  v.  Wilder^  supra.) 

§  588.  Where  a  creditor  brought  suit  against  the  trustee  of  the 
wife  to  subject  property  conveyed  to  him  in  trust  for  the  use,  ben- 
efit and  support  of  the  wife  and  her  children,  and  to  permit  her 
and  her  children  to  use,  possess  and  enjoy  every  part  and  parcel 
of  the  property,  and  to  be  controlled  by  the  wife  for  her  comfort 
and  support,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  husband,  viz.,  to  subject  the 
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rent  and  hire  of  this  property  for  debts  created  by  the  wife  in  the 
purchase  of  goods  for  the  use  of  her  family,  and  for  which  she  and 
her  husband  had  executed  their  notes,  expressing  upon  their  face 
the  consideration,  the  court  of  appeals  held  that,  under  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  tliis  property  was  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  and  that, 
therefore,  she  and  her  husband  could  not  charge  or  incumber  it  in 
any  way ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  provision  in  the  Bevised 
Statutes  concerning  estates  held  in  trust  has  no  application  to  sep- 
araU  estates,  which  are  sometimes  more  than  mere  trust  estates. 
It  only  applies  to  estates  that  are,  properly  speaking,  trust  estates. 
A  separate  estate  is  peculiar  in  its  character,  and  can  only  belong 
to  a  married  woman,  although  it  may  be  created  previous  to  her 
marriage.  The  trust  estates  referred  to  in  the  acts  are  tliose  that 
may  belong  to  any  person  whatever ;  nor,  has  the  provision  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes*,  which  renders  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  liable 
for  such  debts  and  liabilities  contracted  on  account  of  necessaries 
for  herself  and  family,  as  may  be  evidenced  by  writing  signed  by 
her  and  her  husband,  any  application  to  her  separate  estate.  That 
provision  relates  to  the  wife's  general  property,  as  contradistin 
gnished  from  her  eejparaU  estate.  The  same  chapter  contains  the 
provisions  relating  to  her  separate  estate,  which  are  wholly  incon- 
sistent with  those  concerning  her  other  and  general  property,  by 
which  it  clearly  appears  tliat  a  distinction  between  them  was 
intended  to  be  made  and  observed.  (Stone  v.  GutAriej  2  Meto,  B. 
620.)  The  right  which  a  married  woman  acquires  to  property 
under  the  operation  of  the  statute,  to  be  protected  in  her  general 
property,  does  not  confer  upon  her  the  rights  incidental  to  a  «ep- 
arate  estate  in  its  legal  acceptation.  (Johnson  v.  Jones^  12  B. 
Monroe's  R.  329.  LiXLasrd  v.  Twmer,  16  ib.  876.)  When  there 
is  a  general  property,  such  as  that  by  descent,  devised  generally 
or  conveyed  by  an  ordinary  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  wife,  not 
indicating  a  separate  estate,  the  husband  has  certain  well-deilned 
marital  rights  vesting  in  him.  (Burgin  v,  Forsythe^  17  B.  Mon- 
roes R.  555.  Petty  v.  MaHer,  14  tb.  247.)  But  a  devise  of 
rents  and  profits  of  land  for  the  separate  and  sole  use  of  the 
devisee  during  her  natural  life  is,  in  substance  and  effect,  an  appro- 
priation of  the  land  itself,  and  is  a  separate  estate,  and  embraced 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  the  devisee  has  no  power 
to  convey  or  charge  it.  (  Williamson  v.  Williamson,  18  B.  Mon*, 
B.  383.) 

98 
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§  589.  The  conveyance  of  the  real  estate  of  a  feme-covert  may 
be  by  the  joint  deed  of  husband  and  wife,  or  by  separate  iostra* 
ment,  bat  in  the  latter  case  the  husband  must  first  convey  or  hare 
theretofore  conveyed.  The  deed  as  to  the  liosband  may  be 
acknowledged  or  proved  and  recorded  as  provided  tor  in  the  pre- 
ceding sections  of  the  statute.  A  deed  of  a  married  woman  to  be 
effectual,  must  be  acknowledged  before  some  of  the  officers  named 
in  the  statute,  and  recorded  in  the  proper  office.  Previous  to  such 
acknowledgment,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  explain  to 
her  the  contents  and  effect  of  the  deed  separately  and  apart  from 
her  husband  ;  and  thereupon,  if  she  freely  and  voluntarily  acknowl- 
edge the  same,  and  is  willing  for  it  to  be  recorded,  the  officer  must 
certify  the  same  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute.  (2  Beix. 
Stat.  aH.  4,  cA.  47,  §§  21,  22.) 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 
enable  a  married  woman  to  make  a  deed  of  «e very  description ;  she 
may  join  with  her  husband  in  an  absolute  deed  of  her  estate  to 
pay  a  debt,  or  in  a  mortgage  to  secure  a  debt,  and  a  court  of 
equity  in  such  a  case  will  not  interpose  to  set  it  aside  upon  the 
groimd  that  such  estate  was  in  fact  exempt  by  law  from  liability 
for  her  husband^s  debts,  if  she  voluntarily  execute  it  in  the  form 
prescribed.  {Smith  v.  Wilaofij  2  JHetc.  JR.  237.)  But  when  the 
wife  Joina  with  the  husband,  it  is  merely  a  permission  to  him  to 
sell  her  estate,  and  she  is  not  bound  by  any  covenant  in  the  deed. 
(Falmouth  Bridge  Company  v,  Tibbaits^  16  B.  Mon.  R.  637. 
Vide  also  Moore  v.  Moore^  12  ih.  666.)  If  a  deed  be  properly  cer- 
tified to  pass  the  title  of  a  fem&^sovert^  and  lodged  by  the  grantee 
in  the  proper  office  in  due  time,  it  is  effectual  for  all  the  purposes 
of  a  recorded  instrument,  even  against  a  feme-covert  gnmtor, 
though  neither  the  deed  nor  certificate  be  recorded ;  and  if  a  deed 
be  in  fact  recorded  in  due  time,  though  the  certificate  remains 
unrecorded,  it  effectually  binds  the  feTne.  {Oedgee  v.  WesL  Bap. 
Theo.  Inet.  13  B.  Mon.  R.  536.) 

§  590.  It  may  be  added  that  the  courts  of  Kentucky  hold  that, 
in  the  absence  of  express  agreement,  the  law  of  the  matrimonial 
domicile  will  govern  the  present  property  in  that  place,  and  all  the 
personal  property  then  in  possession,  wherever  situated,  as  between 
husband  and  wife,  provided  the  law  of  the  place  ^here  snch  rights 
are  sought  to  bo  enforced,  does  not  prohibit  such  an  arrangement ; 
and  that  where  there  is  a  change  of  domicile  after  marriage,  the 
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rights  of  ownership  as  between  linsband  and  wife  to  subsequently 
acquired  personal  property,  will  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
actual  domicile ;  provided  the  local  laws  do  not  expressly  prohibit 
the  arrangement.  (Townes  v.  Durhin^  3  Meio,  H,  352.)  The 
principle  here  enunciated  would  seem  to  be  general  in  its  appli- 
cation, and  will,  therefore,  be  recognized  as  binding  in  other  states 
as  well  as  in  Kentucky. 

The  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky  have  just  made  an  important 
decision  affecting  the  marital  rights  of  women,  though  the  rule 
laid  down  may  not  be  peculiar  to  that  state.  The  court  have  held 
in  a  case  not  yet  reported,  that  a  husband  has  no  control  over,  and 
cannot  open  his  wife's  private  correspondence.  In  pronouncing 
the  opinion,  the  court  said:  "Nor  would  we  admit  that  in  this 
age  and  country,  a  husband's  rightful  authority  gives  him  during 
marriage  dominion  over  his  wife's  chaste  and  friendly  correspon- 
dence, not  affecting  his  rights ;  nor  that  in  all  the  plentitude  of 
his  marital  power  he  could,  without  her  free  consent,  take  from 
her  or  destroy  or  in  any  way  control  the  possession  or  gift  of  such 
letters.  Any  such  ungracious  interference  with  her  confidential 
correspondence  would  impair  social  confidence  and  disturb  domes- 
tic peace,  and  ought  not  to  be  encouraged  by  the  judiciary, 
especially  as  it  could  do  no  other  good  than  to  gratify  a  jealous 
and  prying  curiosity.  According  to  befitting  decorum,  and  in 
every  valuable  sense,  such  letters,  written  to  her  to  keep  and 
read  and  cherish,  are  hers ;  and  if  she,  for  reasons  satisfactory  to 
her  own  taste  and  judgment,  choose  not  to  give  or  show  them  to 
her  husband,  she  has  a  right  to  keep  them  to  herself  as  her  own 
inviolable  property,  and  a  confiding  wife  will  never  withhold  from 
a  true  husband  her  confidential  letters  without  good  and  sufiicient 
reason.  The  existing  code  of  both  British  and  American  law 
recognizes  the  personal  individuality  and  moral  responsibility  of 
wives,  and  consequently  guarantees  their  freedom  of  thought  and 
interchange  of  sentiment.  Their  ideas  are  their  own ;  their  emo- 
tions their  own,  and  their  affections  their  own.  Here  and  now  a 
husband  must  not  be  a  tyrant,  and  ought  not  to  be  a  spy  on  his 
wife  who  is  neither  his  slave  nor  his  mistress ;  but  should  always 
be  his  free  and  equal  companion." 

This  is  good  reasoning  and  sound  doctrine,  and  willberec(^nized 
as  binding  in  every  Christian  state. 
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The  legislature  of  Kentucky  has  recently  made  provision  for 
additional  facilities  for  the  transaction  of  business  by  fefnes-coveri^ 
provided  they  can  obtain  the  preliminary  co-operation  of  their  hus- 
bands. It  is  now  provided  that,  on  the  joint  petition  of  h'ssband 
and  wife,  the  court  of  chancery  may,  by  order  and  decree,  empower 
the  wife  to  use,  enjoy,  sell  and  convey,  for  lier  own  benefit,  any 
property  she  may  own,  and  to  make  contracts,  sue  and  be  sued,  as 
a  feme-Bciej  or  to  trade  in  her  own  name,  or  dispose  of  her  own 
property  by  will  or  deed.    {Supplement  to  Rev.  Stat.  1866,  p.  728.) 

The  peQuliarities  of  the  Kentucky  statutes,  in  respect  to  divorce 
and  alimony,  will  be  noticed  when  the  subject  of  marriage  and 
divorce  is  considered.* 

§  591.  In  the  State  of  Tennessee  it  is  made  lawful  for  ^feme<(yceri 
to  act  in  all  respects  as  a  feme-acle  in  all  cases  where  the  husband  has 
been  found  by  a  jury  to  be  insane  and  incapable  to  manage  his  own 
affairs,  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  shall  have  been  confirmed  by  the 
county  court.  {Laws  of  1835,  ch,  36,  §  1.)  Marriage  settlements 
between  husband  and  wife  are  valid,  provided  no  more  property  is 
concerned  in  them  than  the  husband  tod  wife  had  at  the  time  of 
tlieir  marriage.  All  legacies  made  to  the  wife  during  coverture 
are  regarded  as  her  separate  *  property.  {Laios  of  1785,  ch.  12.) 
And  a  /erne-covert  may  dispose  of  her  own  property  by  will. 
{Laws  of  1852,  ch.  180.)  The  real  estate  of  a  feme-covert  is 
exempt  from  the  debts  of  her  husband  during  her  life,  and  the 
husband  and  wife  cannot  be  ejected  from  or  dispossessed  of  the  real 
estate  of  the  wife.  The  proceeds  of  the  wife's  real  estate  cannot 
be  paid  to  any  person  except  by  her  consent  upon  privy  examina- 
tion by  the  court,  or  unless  a  deed  or  power  of  attorney  is  executed 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  and  her  privy  examination  taken  as  in 
other  cases.  Her  real  estate  cannot  be  sold  during  her  life  wiciiont 
her  joining  in  the  conveyance  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  in 
which  married  women  shiitll  convey  lands.  {Code  of  1858,  §§  2481- 
2486.) 

Certain  household  goods  and  other  necessary  property  of  a  house- 
holder  are  exempt  from  execution,  seizure  or  attachment ;  and  when 
a  debtor  absconds  and  leaves  his  family,  the  same  property  is 
« 

*  The  labor  of  compiling  the  stAtnteB  and  Judicial  decisions,  in  respect  to  marital  ri{;hts,  tn 
Kentacky,  luis  been  j?reatl7  Abridged  by  connilting  Mr.  Cord**  work  npon  the  l^ssl  and 
equitable  rights  of  married  women,  in  which  the  most  of  the  statutes  arc  literally  transcribed, 
and  the  points  settled  by  judicial  authority  are  liberally  given.  {Cord^t  Uutband  and  Wife, 
e08-08i.) 
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required  to  be  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  wife  and  family,  and 
is  exempt  in  the  hands  of  the  wife  or  children ;  and  when  the 
owner  of  such  property  dies,  the  same  is  exempt  from  execution  in 
the  hands  of  the  widow  and  children.    {Code  of  1858,  §§  2107-2118.) 

§  592.  The  courts  of  Tennessee  hold  that  the  husband  and  wife, 
being  tenants  in  common,  if  a  wife  consent  to  a  sale  of  part  of  her 
interest  in  lands  so  held  by  them,  and  joins  her  husband  in  a  con- 
veyance, made  according  to  the  forms  of  law,  without  an  under- 
fitandmg  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  to  be  held  or  vested  for 
her  use,  or  that  she  is  to  be  remunerated  out  of  the  estate  of  her 
husband,  all  her  interest  in  the  estate  is  gone,  and  the  husband 
holds  the  consideration  for  which  it  was  sold  in  his  own  absolute 
right,  discharged  from  any  claim  of  hers,  which  might  under  othez 
circumstances  be  paramount  to  his  or  that. of  his  representatives, 
either  real  or  personal.  (jEb  parte  Yariorouffh^  1  Swanks  B,  202. 
And  vide  Chester  v.  Oreer^  5  Humph.  R.  26.) 

When  the  real  estate  of  the  wife  was  sold  by  a  decree  of  the 
court,  and  the  sale  reported  and  confirmed,  without  a  divestiture 
of  title,  the  court  held,  that 'upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  hus- 
band, as  her  administrator,  was  entitled  to  her  share  of  the  notes 
on  hand  for  the  purchase-money ;  that  by  the  confiimation  of  the 
report  the  land  was  converted  into  personalty,  to  which  the  marital 
right  of  the  husband  would  attach.  {Jom8  v.  Walhup^  5  Snecd^s 
JR.  135.) 

The  statute  which  protects  the  lands  of  the  wife  from  the  cred- 
itors of  the  husband  is  held  to  have  reference  alone  to  such  lands 
as  the  husband  may  hold  or  claim  in  right  of  the  wife.  It  applies 
only  to  cases  where  the  fee  is  in  the  wife  alone,  and  not  to  cases 
where  they  are  jointly  seised  in  fee.  Wliere  land  is  conveyed  to 
husband  and  wife,  the  courts  of  Tennessee  hold  that  they  hold  by 
entireties;  but  if  land  be  conveyed  to  a  man  and  woman,  and  they 
afterward  marry,  as  they  took  originally  by  moieties,  it  is  held  that 
they  will  continue  to  hold  by  moieties  after  the  marriage.  {Ames 
v.  Norman^  4  SneecPa  B.  683.  Vide  Young  v.  Lea^  3  Sneed'e 
B.  249.) 

When  a  husband,  having  sold  his  wife's  remainder  or  reversion- 
ary interest  in  property,  gets  possession  by  himself  or  his  assignee 
during  his  life,  upon  the  termination  of  the  intervening  estate, 
such  sale  will  be  good  against  the  wife.  {Bicgg  v.  FranJdin^  4 
Sneed's  B.  129.) 
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It  is  held,  nnder  the  laws  of  Tennessee,  that  in  no  ca^e  can  a 
fem^-covert  be  sued,  either  separately  or  jointly  with  her  husband, 
u})Ott  a  mere  personal  contract  made  by  her  daring  coverture, 
althongh  she  live  apart  from  her  hnsband.  {Harris  v.  Taylor^  3 
SneecPs  R.  536.) 

The  courts  of  Tennessee  hold  that  the  separate  estate  of  s^fem^ 
eavert  cannot,  in  any  case,  be  charged  for  debts,  except  on  her 
express  agreement  to  that  effect.  {Clierry  v.  OlementSf  10  HtimpL 
a.  552.) 

When  the  wife  rented  land  and  made  com  on  it  by  the  labor  of 
slaves,  secured  to  her  separate  use,  tjie  corn  was  held  to  belong  to 
the  wife,  and  was  not  subject  to  the  husband^s  debts.  Althoo^  a 
feme-covert  will,  most  likely,  never  again  be  able,  in  Tennessee,  to 
hold  slaves  as  her  separate  estate,  yet  the  principle  decided  in  this 
case  is  important.  {Young  v.  JoneSy  9  Iluinph,  R.  551.)  A  note 
or  obligation,  executed  by  a  feme-covert^  has  been  held  by  the 
courts  of  Tennessee  to  create  no  cause  of  action,  and  when  the 
declaration  shows  this  &ct  it  is  held  that  sucli  declaration  is  bad  on 
demurrer,  and  that  the  defect  may  be  taken  advantage  of  in  arrest 
of  judgment.  {Sheppard  v.  KencUe^  3  Humph,  R*  80.)  It  is  also 
held,  by  the  courts  of  Tennessee,  that  a  deed  from  the  hnsband  to 
his  wifie,  or  vice  verea^  is  absolutely  void,  and  nothing  is  conv^ed 
by  it.    {Perr!/  v.  GiU^  2  Humph.  R.  218.) 

§  593.  In  the  State  of  Korth  Carolina,  all  real  estate  belonging 
to  the  wife  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  is  exempt  from  sale  on 
execution  against  the  husband,  and  cannot  be  sold  or  leased  by  the 
husband  except  with  the  consent  of  the  wife,  acknowledged  on  a 
private  examination ;  and  the  proceeds  of  her  land  sold  by  the 
court  are  secured  to  her  separate  use.  A  marriage  settlement  or 
contract  may  be  made,  but  as  to  creditors  it  is  invalid,  if  a  greater 
value  is  secured  to  the  intended  wife  and  children  than  is  received 
with  her  marriage,  and  the  estate  of  the  husband  over  and  above 
his  debts  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  and  in  any  suit,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  the  person  claiming  under  the  contract.  A  kgacy 
to  the  wife  in  general  words,  and  not  as  an  interest  in,  or  a  distribu- 
tive share  of,  an  estate  falling  to  her  during  coverture,  is  tak^i  as 
»  part  of  the  portion  received  with  the  wife,  if  the  estate  of  the 
husband  and  wife  is  not  sufficient  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  to 
make  good  the  marriage  contract.  If  the  wife  many  under  the 
a^  of  fifteen  years,  all  her  estate  is  secured  to  her  separate  nse^ 
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free  from  all  control  or  dominion  of  her  husband.    {Reo.  Code^  ch. 
37,  §§  8, 11,  25 ;  cA.  66,  §  1 ;  cA.  68,  §  10.) 

It  hsB  been  held  by  the  courts  in  North  Carolina  that  the  words 
"for  her  sole  and  separate  use,"  when  applied  in  a  will  to  an 
unmarried  female,  do  not  create  any  such  separate  interest  as  ujfon 
her  marriage  afterward,  will  prevent  the  property  from  vesting 
fully  in  her  husband.  {Apple  v.  AUeriy  3  jPT.  C.  li.  120.)  And, 
further,  that  the  words  in  a  will  ^Ho  .the  only  proper  use  and 
behoof  of  my  daughter,"  do  not  secure  to  a  feme-covert  a  separate 
estate  so  as  to  deprive  the  husband  of  his  marital  rights.  {Baron 
▼.  JBbtt,  2  Jmei  Law  R.  32^) 

In  Nortli  Carolina,  lands  under  a  conveyance  to  husband  and 
wife  jointly,  are  held  by  the  grantees  by  entireties,  notwithstanding 
the  act  of  1784  abolishing  the  right  of  survivor.  {MoUey  v.  WAiU- 
more^  2  Dev.  <&  Bate.  R,  537.) 

The  deed  of  a  feme-covert^  without  a  private  examination,  as 
directed  by  the  act  of  assembly  {Rev.  Stat.  cA.  37,  §§  9-14),  is  a 
mere  nullity  and  void ;  and  to  give  validity  to  her  deed,  it  must 
appear  that  her  private  examination  has  been  had  pursuant  to  the 
act;  if  it  appear  by  the  clerk's  certificate  that  "the  deed  was 
acknowledged  in  open  court  and  ordered  to  be  registered,"  the 
court  will  not  presume  a  private  examination  from  such  certificate. 
{Den  V.  Barfidd^  2  MurpA.  R.  390.  Vide  also  Green  v.  Brantan^ 
1  I>ev.  Sq.  R.  500.    Burgees  v.  Fi'focw,  2  Dev.  R.  306.) 

The  deed  of  a  feme-covert  is  void  at  common  law,  and  can  only 
be  effectual  when  taken  according  to  the  statute.  .  {Sutton  v.  Sut- 
tony  1  Dee.  <&  Batt.  R.  582.  GUcArist  v.  Brice^  1  Dev.  <k  Batt. 
Eq.  R.  346.) 

§  594.  In  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  a  fem^-covert  may  be  a 
sole  trader,  in  which  case  she  is  liable  to  be  sued  as  if  she  were 
single,  and  she  may  appoint  an  attorney  to  bring  a  suit  either  in 
her  own  name  or  joined  with  her  husband,  in  respect  to  her  land 
or  any  other  action,  and  her  husband  lias  no  control  over  such  suit. 
(3  Stat,  at  Largey .  587,  §  16,  593,  §  12.)  The  will  of  a  married 
woman  is  declared  void  by  statute.    (3  Stat,  at  Zargey  342,  §  5.) 

In  the  State  of  South  Carolina  the  courts  hold  that  an  insolvent 
husband  may  stipulate  beforehand,  that  the  proceeds  of  his  labor 
shall  be  appropriated  to  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  his  wife,  an  1 
that  such  a  stipulation  is  no  fraud  on  his  creditors.  {Hodges  v. 
OoN>y  8  RicA.  Law  R.  60.) 
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A  married  woman  has  no  power;  under  the  statntes  of  South 
Carolina,  to  release,  before  a  magistrate,  her  interest  in  lands  when 
it  is  less  than  an  estate  of  inheritance.  It  seems,  however,  that  she 
may  release  such  an  interest  before  a  judge,  as  she  maj  any  estate. 
{Hays  V.  Hm/s^  6  Jiich.  Law  JS.  31.  And  vide  Beeee  v.  Holmes^ 
6  Rich.  Eq.  li.  581.) 

The  courts  of  South  Carolina  hold  that  when  land  is  conveyed 
to  husband  and  wife,  they  become  seised  of  an  estate  in  entirety, 
and  tliat  neither  can  alien  so  as  to  bind  the  other,  and  the  survivor 
takes  the  whole.  And  it  was  held,  in  the  same  case,  that  the  wife 
having  an  estate  for  life,  and  the  husband  and  wife  being  seised  ot 
the  remainder  in  entirety,  the  estate  for  life  does  not  merge  in  the 
estate  in  remainder.  {Banter  v.  MvUins^  4  Bichardeon^e  Equity 
R.  80.) 

§  595.  In  the  State  of  Georgia,  all  the  real  estate  belonging  to 
the  wife  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  becomes  vested  in  and  passes 
to  the  husband  in  the  same  manner  as  personal  property  does ;  and 
in  case  of  the  death  of  the  husband  thereafter,  intestate,  the  same 
descends  and  becomes  subject  to  distribution  in  the  same  manner 
as  personal  property.  {Cobble  Dig.  of  1851,  pp.  305,  306.)  But 
in  all  cases  where  a  married  woman  has  been  deserted  by  her  hus- 
band, and  has,  while  so  deserted,  by  her  exertions  and  those  of  her 
children  or  otherwise,  acquired  property  of  any  kind,  the  same  is 
declared  to  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of  her  husband's  debts, 
and  shall  be  vested  in  such  married  woman  for  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use,  not  subject  to  the  debts,  contracts  or  control  of  her  hus- 
band.   {Laws  of  1851, 1852,  No.  186.) 

In  Georgia,  when  persons  intermarry,  the  statute  provides  that 
the  husband  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  wife  further 
than  tlie  property  received  through  the  wife  will  satisfy  ;  and  the 
property  received  by  the  husband  through  the  wife  is  in  no  case  lia- 
ble for  the  debts,  defaults,  or  contracts  of  the  husband  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage.  {Laws  <?^  1855, 1856,  No.  176.)  And 
it  is  made  lawful  for  any  married  woman  to  deposit  in  any  savings 
bank  or  institution  for  savings,  chartered  in  the  State,  any  sums  of 
money,  the  proceeds  of  her  own  labor,  or  that  of  her  children, 
less  than  two  thousand  dollars  taken  in  the  aggregate,  and  to  con- 
trol, draw  for,  dispose  of,  devise  or  transfer,  in  any  way  whatever, 
the  sum  or  sums  thus  deposited,  in  every  respect  as  if  she  were  not 
a  married  woman.    {Laws  of  1865, 1866,  iTo.SSO.) 
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§  596.  The  courts  have  held  that  the  act  of  1845,  ^^  to  change  and 
point  out  the  mode  of  inheritance,  in  certain  cases  therein  men- 
tioned," divei»t8  no  right  of  a  fem^soU  who,  before  the  passing  of 
the  a,ct,  was  entitled  to  property  by  inheritance.  The  property 
vests  in  her.  The  marital  rights  of  a  husband  who,  after  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1845,  intermarries  with  a  lady  having  a  child 
by  a  former  marriage,  and  who  is  entitled  to  property  by  inherit- 
ance from  a  father  who  died  anterior  to  the  passage  of  that  act, 
are  regulated  by  that  act,  and  attach  to  the  part  only  to  which  the 
wife  would  be  entitled  under  its  provisions.  {Bobj/  v.  Baaioellj  23 
Oa.  A  51.) 

As  the  law  stands  in  Geoi^a,  upon  marriage,  the  real,  as  well 
as  the  personal,  estate  of  the  wife  vests  in  the  husband,  and  his 
occupancy  of  the  land  is  evidence  that  he  had  reduced  it  to  pos- 
session, even  if  that  were  necessary  to  the  consummation  of  his 
right  {Royston  v.  Roysion^  21  Oa,  R,  161);  although  it  would 
seem  that  a  husband  may  give  to  his  wife  all  his  property,  so  that 
she  can  hold  it  against  debts  subsequently  contracted.  {Horn  v. 
Rom,  20  6a.  R.  210.) 

The  courts  hold  that  when  a  husband  receives  property  as  the 
separate  estate  of  his  wife,  treats  it  as  such,  and  in  his  will  recites 
that,  in  consideration  of  that  separate  estate,  he  makes  no  other 
provision  for  her,  his  executor  was  estopped  to  deny  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife  in  the  same.    (  WiUiaina  v.  AUen^  17  Ga.  R.  81.) 

When  a  feme^overt  possesses  and  enjoys  all  the  rights  and 
powers  of  Sifenw-sole  over  her  separate  estate,  the  courts  hold  that 
she  must  perforin  the  corresponding  obligations  of  one.  {Boston  v. 
GumminSy  16  Oa.  R.  102.)  It  seems  that,  under  the  statutes  of 
Georgia,  a  feme-^ioveri  may  be  constituted  a  free  dealer,  and,  in 
such  case,  she  is  liable  on  all  contracts  made  in  respect  to  such 
business.    (  Waters  v.  Bea/n,  15  Ga.  R.  358.) 

§  597.  In  the  State  of  Florida,  when  any  female  who  is  a  citizen 
of  the  state  marries,  or  any  female  marries  a  citizen  of  the  state^ 
the  female  being  seised  or  possessed  of  real  or  personal  property, 
her  title  to  the  same  continues  separate  and  independent,  and 
bejond  the  control  of  her  husband,  notwithstanding  her  coverture, 
and  cannot  be  taken  in  execution  for  the  debts  of  her  husband, 
although  the  property  of  the  female  will  remain  in  the  care  and 
management  of  the  husband.  So  also  married  women  may  become 
seised  or  possessed  of  real  and  personal  property,  during  coverture, 
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by  bcqaest,  devise,  gift,  purchase,  or  distribution.  Any  married 
woman  having  separate  and  independent  title  to  property  under 
the  statute  is  not  entitled  to  sue  her  husband  for  the  rents,  hire, 
issues,  proceeds,  or  profits,  of  such  property,  and  the  husband  is 
not  allowed  to  charge  the  wife  for  his  care  and  management  of  her 
property.  The  husband  and  wife  must  join  in  all  sal^  and 
transfers  of  the  property  of  the  wife,  and  her  real  estate  can  only 
be  conveyed  by  the  joint  deed  of  the  husband  and  wife,  duly 
attested,  authenticated,  and  admitted  to  record,  according  to  the 
laws  of  Florida  regulating  conveyances  of  real  property.  The 
wife  may  make  a  will  if  shd  is  of  full  age.  If  the  wife  die  in  the 
state  possessed  of  real  and  personal  property,  or  of  either  species 
of  property,  the  husband  takes  the  same  interest  in  her  property, 
and  no  other,  which  a  child  would  inherit ;  and  if  she  die  without 
children,  then  her  surviving  husband  is  entitled  to  administratiiHi, 
and  to  all  her  property,  both  real  and  personal.  The  wife  is 
required  to  file  an  inventory  of  her  property  in  the  circuit  court 
clerk's  office,  within  six  months  after  it  is  acquired,  at  Uie  peril  of 
its  becoming  liable  to  the  debts  of  her  husband;  although  the 
omission  to  file  such  inventory  confers  no  rights  upon  the  husband. 
Such  are  substantially  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  in  Florida 
relating  to  marital  rights.   {Thompson's  Dig. pp.  219, 220, 221, 222.) 

The  courts  of  Florida  hold  that  the  separate  estate  of  a  married 
woman  is  liable  in  equity  for  a  debt  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  it 
{Smith  V.  Foffihressj  2  Fla.  li.  92.)  The  courts  also  hold  that  the 
claimant  of  ganancial  right  under  the  laws  existing  in  the  province 
of  Florida  while  it  was  a  part  of  the  Spanish  dominion,  takes  the 
same,  subject  to  the  debts  contracted  during  the  marriage,  which 
are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  common  property :  he  cannot  take  this 
property  and  leave  the  debts  unpaid.  {MeUardy  ▼.  McHard^^  7 
FU.  E,  301.) 

§  598.  In  the  State  of  Alabama,  all  property  held  by  the  wife 
previous  to  her  marriage,  or  which  she  became  entitled  to  after  the 
marriage,  in  any  manner,  is  declared  by  statute  to  be  her  separate 
estote,  and  is  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  hus- 
band. The  property  belonging  to  the  wife  vests  in  the  husband  as 
her  trustee,  and  he  has  the  management  of  it,  and  is  not  required  to 
account  for  tlie  rents,  income  or  profits  thereof;  but  such  rents, 
income  and  profits  are  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of 
the  husband.    The  property  of  the  wife  may  be  sold  by  the  husband 
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and  wife  and  conveyed  by  them  jointly,  by  an  inBtrnment  in  writing, 
attested  by  two  witnesses.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale,  lioweyer,  are 
declai*ed  still  to  be  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  The  husband 
inaj'  receive  property  coming  to  his  w^ifo,  and  his  receipt  therefor 
is  declared  to  be  a  fall  discharge  in  law  and  equity.  The  separate 
estate  of  the  wife  is  liable  for  articles  of  comfort  and  support  of  the 
]iouseho1d  suitable  to  the  degree  and  condition  in  life  of  tlie  family. 
MaiTied  women  may,  by  last  will  and  testament,  dispose  of  their 
6C]»arate  estate.  But,  on  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  husband  is 
entitled  to  one-half  of  the.  personalty  of  her  separate  estate  abso- 
lutely, and  to  the  use  of  the  realty  during  his  lif6,  unless  he  has 
been  divested  of  all  control  over  it  by  a  decree  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery, as  provided  by  statute.  If  the  husband  of  a  feme-coverty 
having  a  separate  estate,  becomes  incapable  of  or  unfit  for  the  dis- 
creet management  and  control  of  such  separate  estate,  such  husband 
may  be  removed  from  the  trust  by  bill  in  chancery ;  and  thencefor- 
ward the  wife  has  the  entire  control  of  her  separate  estate,  and  may 
sue  and  be  sued  in  her  own  name  in  respect  to  the  same.  And  if, 
by  reason  of  intemperance,  the  husband  becomes  unfit  to  manage 
Buch  separate  estate,  it  itiay  be  protected  by  an  .order  of  the  court  of 
chancery,  in  the  same  manner  that  the  separate  estates  of  married 
women  are  protected  by  the  courts  of  chancery.  {Code  of  1852, 
tit.  6,  ch.  1,  art.  8,  §§  1982^1995,  1998-2000.) 

§  599.  In  the  State  of  Alabama,  the  surviving  husband  of  an 
intestate  wife  is  entitled  to  one-half,  of  her  personal  estate  abso- 
lutely, and  to  the  use  of  her  realty  during  life,  whether  in  possession 
or  not.    (Marshall  v.  Ortm^  29  Ala.  H.  278.) 

If  the  husband  abandon  his  wife,  or,  from  imbecility,  intemper- 
ance,  or  profligacy,  is  unfit  for  the  management  of  his  estate,  or 
has  wasted  it,  or  from  any  cause  has  no  estate  but  what  the  law 
exempts  from  sale  by  execution,  and  the  wife  shall,  by  her  own 
industi'y,  be  able  to  maintain  herself,  or  to  accumulate  property, 
she  may  obtain  an  order  of  the  court  of  chancery  to  have  her  eam« 
ings  and  accumulations  secured  to  her  sole  and  separate  use ;  and 
thenceforward  she  may  act  as  a  fefine-^ole^  and  as  such  she  may 
hold  real  or  personal  estate,  may  buy  or  sell,  sue  and  be  sued. 
{flod^  qf  1852,  tit.  5,  ch.  1,  §§  2003-2005.) 

It  is  settled  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  that  a  valid  gift  of  j)er- 
sonal  property  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  may  be 
made  orally.    {Machen  v.  Machen^  38  Ala.  JR.  364.)  ' 
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The  separate  estate  of  a  feme-coveH^  held  tmder  toe  provisions 
of  the  Code,  can  only  be  couvejed  by  her  and  her  hnsband  jointly, 
by  an  instrument  of  writing,  attested  by  two  witnesses,  and  cannot 
be  subjected  in  equity  to  the  payment  of  her  debts  and  contracts. 
(  Warfidd  v.  JiavesieSj  38  Ala.  JR.  518.  And  mde  Alexander  r. 
SauMury,  37  ib.  513.) 

§  600.  The  courts  hold  that  the  liability  of  the  wife's  separate 
estate  "for  articles  of  comfort  and  support  of  the  household** 
{Code  %  1987)  is  limited  to  the  property  owned  by  her  at  the  time 
the  contract  is  made.  {Ravisiee  v.  Stoddart^  32  Ala,  H.  599.) 
And  further  that  the  provisions  of  the  Code  (§§  1891-d7)  respect- 
ing the  separate  estates  of  married  women  do  not  apply  to  separate 
estates  created  by  deed,  cither  before  or  since  the  adoption  of  the 
Code.    {Camwn  v.  Turner,  32  Ala.  R.  483.) 

A  quitclaim  bond  executed  since  the  pass^e  of  the  ^'  woman's 
law  "  of  1848,  by  which  lands  are  conveyed  to  a  married  woman, 
creates  in  her  a  separate  estate  under  the  act.  {Fiek  v.  StuSkiy  80 
Ala.  R,  335.)  And  when  the  husband  conveys  property  to  a 
trustee  for  liis  wife,  she  takes,  as  against  him,  a  separate  estate  in 
the  property.  {Spencer  v.  Godwin,  80  Ala.  R.  855.)  By  the 
statute,  the  "  wife  and  mother "  who  has  been  deserted  by  her 
husband,  has  the  power  to  prosecute  or  defend  suits  in  the  name 
of  her  husband.  {Code  §  2136.)  Under  this  provision  the  court 
held  that  it  must  appear  that  the  wife  is  a  mother,  and  the  husband 
a  father,  in  order  that  the  wife  may  act  under  it.  {Ess  parte  OoUy 
28  Ala.  R.  50.) 

The  courts  hold  that  under  the  Alabama  statute,  a  feme^weeri 
may  charge  her  separate  estate  by  a  verbal  or  implied  promise,  for 
labor  or  property  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  such  separate  estate. 
(  Walhyr  v.  Smitlu,  28  Ala.  R.  569.) 

When  the  wife  is  seised  in  fee  simple  of  lands  at  the  time  of  her 
marriage,  her  husband,  by  virtue  of  the  marriage,  takes  at  least  an 
estate  for  life,  which  is  a  legal  freehold  subject  to  levy  and  sale 
under  execution  at  law  against  him.  {Cheek  v.  Waldman,  25  Ala. 
R.  152.) 

§  601/  In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  the  legislature  has  enacted 
that  any  married  woman  may  become  seised  or  possessed  of  any 
property,  real  or  personal,  by  direct  bequest,  demise,  gift,  purchase, 
or  distribution,  in  lier  own  name,  and  as  if  her  own  property ;  pro- 
vided the  same  does  not  come  from  the  husband  during  coverture. 
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And  the  rents,  issues,  profits,  products,  and  income  of  cither  real 
or  personal  estate,  or  both,  owned  bj  a  married  woman  at  tlio  timo 
of  her  marriage,  or  which  may  have  accrued  to  her  atlcrward,  arc 
declared  by  statute  to  inure  to  the  wife  as  her  separate  ])roperty, 
and  exempt  from  her  husband's  debts ;  a  fenvc-coveH  may  also  ])iir« 
chase  property,  real  or  personal,  with  her  own  money,  wliich  she 
may  have  had  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  or  wliich  may  have 
accrued  to  her  afterward,  either  as  rents,  issues,  or  profits  of  her 
estate,  or  otherwise,  and  may  take  a  conveyance  tlici*cof  in  her  own 
name,  and  in  like  manner  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  as  her  separate 
property,  and  if  the  husband  shall  piu*chaso  ])ro})erty  in  his  own 
name,  with  the  money  of  the  wife,  he  will  hold  the  same  as  tnistco 
for  the  use  of  his  wife.  {Rev.  Code  of  1857,  ch.  40,  §  5,  aHs.  23, 
24.)  It  is  further  provided  that  all  actions  affecting  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife  jnay  be  prosecuted  and  defended  in  the  joint 
names  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  in  case  of  an  action  ooncern- 
ing  her  land  she  may  defend  alone,  if  her  hosband  neglects  to  do 
so.    {Reo.  Code  1857,  eh.  4,  §  5,  art.  26.) 

The  court  of  appeals  of  the  state  has  held  that  this  statute  is  a 
limitation  of  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  as  they  existed  at 
common  law,  but  tbat  it  does  not  restrict  such  rights  beyond  the 
express  and  positive  language  of  the  act,  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion therefrojn.  The  court  further  held  that  the  contract  of  mar- 
riage is  not  made  an  exception  to  the  well  settled  rule  of  the 
common  law,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where  contracts  are  entered 
into,  unless  mad6  with  a  view  to  perfonnance  in  another  place,  is 
to  determine  the  relative  rights  and  obligations  of  the  parties. 
Where  there  is  no  express  contract,  the  law  of  the  matrimonial 
domicile  will  govern  as  to  all  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  their 
present  property  in  tbat  place,  and  as  to  all  personal  property 
everywhere,  and  the  same  rule  holds  good  as  well  to  future  acqui- 
sitions as  to  present  property,  where  tbere  is  no  change  of  domicile ; 
but  where  there  is  a  change,  the  law  of  the  actual  and  not  of  the 
matrimonial  domicile  will  prevail  as  to  future  acquisition  of  movable 
property,  and,  further,  that  national  comity,  being  a  principle  of  the 
law  of  nations,  constitutes  a  part  of  the  civil  jurisprudence  of  every 
state.  Therefore,  when  the  rule  is  settled  by  which  the  right  is  to 
be  determined,  and  which  would  prevail  in  the  courts  of  Missis- 
sippi, where  the  contract  was  entered  into,  the  court  will  ascertain 
the  rule  by  which,  under  the  ^^jtis  gentium  privatum^^^  the  tribn- 
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sals  of  a  foreign  state  would  be  guided  in  determining  the  rigfatB 
of  the  parties  arising  out  of  the  contract.  Hence,  thoogb,  by  the 
laws  of  Texas,  where  the  wife  died  childless,  her  next  of  kin  suc- 
ceed to  her  s^arate  property,  yet,  as  by  the  laws  of  Mississippi, 
where  the  contract  of  marriage  was  held  in  such  event,  the  husband 
is  entitled ;  in  the  conflict  upon  principles  of  settled  law  his  lights 
must  prevail.    {Lyon  y.  Knotty  2  Am.  Law  Reg.  604.) 

§  602.  In  the  State  of  Mississippi,  all  contracts  made  for  neces- 
saries for  the  family,  wearing  apparel  for  hersdf  and  her  children, 
by  the  wife,  or  by  the  husband  with  her  consent,  are  made  binding 
upon  the  separate  property  of  the  wife..  {Rev.  Code  1857,  cA.  40,  §  S, 
art.  25.)  And  any  married  woman  may,  either  jointly  with  her 
husband,  or  separately,  execute  any  bond  which  may  be  neoessaTy, 
in  any  proceedings,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  establish  or 
enforce  her  right  to  property  or  to  the  profits,  thereof^  and  the  same 
is  declared  binding  upon  her  separate  property.  {Rev.  Code  1857,  ek, 
40,  §  5,  art.  31.)  The  provisions  of  the  statutes  which  empower  a 
feme-oovert  to  dispose  of  her  separate  estate  in  tlie  mode  therein 
prescribed,  do  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  wife  did  not  acquire 
her  separate  estate  under  these  acts.  {Andrews  v.  Jones^  32  MUe. 
jB.  274.) 

The  courts  of  Mississippi  hold  that  the  jewelry  and  furniture  of 
the  wife  are  paraphernal  property,  and  may  be  sold  by  her,  and 
the  proceeds  invested  in  other  property  in  the  name  of  a  trustee, 
for  her  separate  estate.    {ChuUy  v.  HuUy  31  Mies.  R.  20.) 

The  right  of  the  widow  to  the  personal  estate  of  her  deceased 
husband,  exempt  by  law  from  execution,  is  a  chose  in  aetiony  and 
goes  to  a  subsequent  husband,  under  the  rule  of  the  common  law, 
her  interest  therein  not  being  protected  by  tlie  acts  of  1839  or  1846. 
The  courts  hold  that  those  acts  for  the  protection  of  married 
women  only  extend  to  the  property  enumerated  in  them.  {Lowery 
V.  Rerhert,  30  Miss.  R.  19.) 

§  603.  In  the  State  of  Louisiana  they  have  what  is  called  a  part^ 
nership  or  community  of  acquests  or  gains,  which  consists  of  the 
produce  of  the  reciprocal  industry  and  labor  of  both  husband  and 
wife,  anfd  of  the  estates  which  they  may  acquire  during  marriage. 
The  husband  is  the  head  and  master  of  the  community,  manages 
its  effects,  disposes  of  the  revenue,  and  may  alienate  the  same. 
{Civil  Code,  §§  2371,  2374.)  The  statutes  of  the  stalie  also  provide 
that  either  of  the  married  couple  may,  either  by  marriage  contract, 


MARITAL  RIQBT8  IN  LOUISIANA.  791 

or  during  the  marriage,  give  to  the  other,  in  fall  property,  all 
that  he  or  she  might  give  to  a  stranger.  {Rev.  Stat,  of  1856,  p. 
79,  §  17.) 

It  is  further  declared  by  statute  that,  in  all  eases,  ivhen  either 
husband  or  wife  shall  die,  leaving  no  ascendants  or  descendants, 
and  without  having  disposed  by  will  and  testament,  of  his  or  her 
share  in  the  community  property,  such  share  shall  be  held  hy  the 
survivor  in  usufruct  during  his  or  her  natural  life ;  and  when  there 
are  children  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage  left  with  the  survivor  of 
husband  or  wife,  the  share  of  the  deceased  in  the  community  prop- 
erty shall  be  held  by  the  survivor  in  usufruct  daring  his  or  her 
natural  life;  provided  that  such  usufruct  shall  cease  when  the 
survivor  shall  enter  into  a  second  marriage.  {Rev.  Stat.  p.  108, 
§  2,  arhdp.  104,  §  2.) 

The  statute  farthor  provides  that  the  wife  shall  have  a  legal 
mortgage  on  her  husband's  immovables;  but  when,  by  a  marriage 
contract,  the  parties,  being  of  full  age,  shall  agree  that  the  legal 
mortgage  of  the  wife  shall  exist  only  on  one  or  more  immovables 
belonging  to  the  husband,  all  of  the  immovables  and  other  property 
of  the  husband  not  included  therein  shall  remain  free  and  released 
from  such  legal  mortgage ;  provided,  that  the  wife  cannot  legally 
stipulate  that  no  mortgage  whatever  sliall  exist  in  her  favor.  {Rev. 
Stat.  p.  242,  §  1.)  And  the  statute  also  declares  that  all  married 
women  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  may  be  authorized  by  their 
husbands  to  borrow  money,  or  contract  debts  for  their  separate 
benefit  and  advantage,  and  secure  the  same  by  mortgage  upon  their 
separate  estate,  paraphernal  or  dotal ;  provided  that  the  sanction 
of  the  judge  of  the  district  court  be  given  to  the  same ;  and  a 
feme-^iovert  may  also  relinquish  her  rights  in  favor  of  third  persons 
and  may  appoint  agents  to  contract  for  her.  {Reo.  Stat.  p. 
560,  §§  1-6.) 

§  604.  The  courts  of  Louisiana  hold  that  property  bought  with 
the  funds  of  the  wife,  or  acquired  by  her  in  consequence  of  a 
daiien  en  payerment  made  to  her  by  her  tutor,  and  which  never 
came  under  her  husband's  administration,  is  her  separate  or  para- 
phemal  property.     {Doininiquez  y.  Lee^  17  La.  R,  295.) 

The  paraphernal  property  of  married  women  is  not  bound  for 
the  debts  contracted  bv  the  husband  while  at  the  head  of  the  com- 
munity.  Neither  are  the  fruits  liable  when  the  wife  administers 
her  own  property.    {Lambert  v.  Francheboie^  16  La.  R.  1.) 
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The  courts  have  dechired  that  the  partnership  or  comnranitj 
consists  of  the  profits  of  all  the  effects  of  which  the  husband  has  the 
administration  and  enjoyment,  either  of  right  or  in  fact,  of  the 
produce  of  the  reciprocal  industry  and  labor  of  both  husband  and 
wife,  and  of  the  estates  which  they  may  acquire  during  tlie  mar- 
riage, either  by  donations  made  jointly  to .  them  both,  or  by 
purchase,  or  in  any  other  similar  way^  even  although  the  purchase 
be  only  in  the  name  of  one  of  the  two,  and  not  of  both,  becaase  in 
that  case  the  period  of  time  when  the  purchase  is  made  is  alone 
attended  to,  and  not  the  person  who  made  the  purchase.  At  the 
time  of  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  all  effects  which  both  hus- 
band and  wife  reciprocally  possess  are  presumed  common  effects  ix 
gains,  unless  satisfactorily  proved  which  of  such  effects  they  brought 
in  marriage,  or  have  been  given  them  separately,  or  they  have 
respectively  inherited.    {Htmtinffton  v.  Legroa^  18  La.  An.  S.  196.) 

All  property  which  is  not  declared  to  be  brought  in  marriage  by 
the  wife,  or  to  be  given  to  her  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  or 
to  belong  to  her  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  is  paraphernal,  and 
the  wife  has  a  right  to  administer  personally  her  paraphernal  prop- 
efty  without  the  assistance  of  her  husband.  The  wife  has,  even 
during  marriage,  a  right  of  action  against  her  husband  for  the  res- 
titution of  her  paraphernal  effects  and  their  fruits.  {Pecquet  t. 
Pecquet,  17  La.  An.  R.  404.) 

The  incapacity  of  the  wife  to  contract,  in  Louisiana,  is  removed 
by  the  assent  of  the  husband,  but  this  is  true  only  in  cases  wheie 
she  can  legally  contract.  For  example,  she  can  only  contract 
with  her  husband  in  certain  cases ;  'she  cannot,  except  in  certain 
enumerated  cases,  dispose  of  her  dotal  property;  she  cannot, 
when  there  exists  a  community  of  acquests  and  gains  l)etween  her 
and  her  husband,  acquire  property  for  her  separate  account.  To 
this  last  rule  there  are  exceptions.  {Bovligny  v.  Foriier^  16  La. 
An.  R.  209.) 

§  605.  In  the  State  of  Arkansas  any  married  woman  may  become 
seised  and  possessed  of  any  property,  real  or  personal,  by  direct 
bequest,  devise,  gift  or  distribution,  in  her  own  right  and  name,  and 
as  of  her  own  property ;  provided,  it  does  not  come  from  her  hiK- 
band  after  coverture.  And  whenever  the  deed,  bequest,  grant, 
decree  or  other  transfer  of  property  of  any  kind,  to  any  married 
woman,-shall  expressly  set  forth  that  the  same  is  designed  to  be 
held  exempt  from  the  liabilities  of  her  husband,  such  property  and 
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the  natural  increase  thereof  will  be  deemed  and  considered  as 
belonging  exclusively  to  such  married  woman,  exempt  &om  the 
debts  and  liabilities  of  her  husband.  {Dig.  of  1858,  oA.  Ill,  §§  1, 
8.)  The  coui*ts  of  Arkansas  hold  that  chancery  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  enjoin  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  wife  under  an  execution 
against  the  husband,  when  the  wife,  after  the  sale,  would  have  an 
adequate  remedy  to  recover  back  the  possession  of  the  property. 
{Zovette  V.  Zanffmire,  14  Ark.  K  889.)  It  is  held  that,  under  the 
general  law  of  Arkansas,  when  personal  property  comes  to  the  wife 
by  distribution,  the  title  vests  in  the  husband,  and  the  property  is 
liable  for  his  debts ;  and  if  in  such  a  case,  the  wiie  sets  up  a 
separate  estate  in  the  property,  under  the  statute  of  another  state, 
such  statute  is  a  matter  of  fact  to  be  established  by  competent 
evidence.    {Tatum  v.  JImeSj  15  Ark.  M.  180.) 

Whenever  a  perfect  title,  according  to  the  laws  in  force  in  the 
state  in  which  it  is  made,  vests  property  in  the  wife,  or  in  trustees 
for  ber.nse,  such  title  is  held  to  remain  in  her  notwithstanding  any 
change  of  residence  of  the  husband,  who  may  exercise  an  apparent 
control  and  ownership  of  the  property,  or  any  act  of  fraud  or 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  trustee  or  the  husband ;  nor  is  she 
required  to  do  any  act  to  protect  her  title.  And  if  her  separate 
property  is  levied  upon  and  sold  ibr  the  husband's  debts,  no 
demand  is  held  to  be  necessary  to  entitle  the  trustee  to  recover 
against  the  purchaser  in  an  action  of  detinue.  {O^HTeiU  v.  Hender^ 
«on,  15  Arh.  R.  285.    And  vide  McDamel  v.  Oraoe^  Ih  465.) 

Under  the  statutes  of  Arkansas,  the  courts  of  that  State  hold  that 
property  may  be  conveyed  by  the  husband  directly  to  his  wife ;  in 
which  case  the  husband  will  take  the  legal  interest  and  be  treated 
in  equity  as  a  trusty  for  the  wife.    {Dyer  v.  Bean^  15  Ark.  R,  519.) 

It  is  held  that  a  married  woman  may  charge  her  separate  estate 
in  equity  for  the  payment  of  .a  debt  contracted  by  her.  {Oswalt  v. 
Moore^  19  Ark.  R.  257.) 

§  606.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  sole  and  separate  property 
of  the  wife  are  to  be  regarded  as  her  separate  estate ;  and  so  are 
lands  purdiased  with  such  proceeds,  and  they  are  subject  to  the  same 
rules  as  was  the  original  estate  before  it  was  sold  and  converted 
into  a  different  species  of  property ;  and  lands  purchased  with  the 
separate  means  of  the  wife  are  not  subject  to  execution  for  the  debts 
of  the  husband.  {Kirkpatriek  v.  Buford^  21  Ark.  R.  268^  AUen 
V.  Hiffhtown,  lb.  816.) 
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To  enable  a  married  woman  to  hold  separate  property  under  the 
married  woman's  law,  it  must  be  recorded  as  hers  in  the  connty  in 
which  she  lives,  by  being  scheduled  under  the  law ;  or,  if  devised, 
granted,  decreed  or  transferred  to  her>  it  must  be  by  words  that 
expressly  set  forth  that  the  property  is  to  be  held  by  her,  exempt 
from  the  liabilities  of  her  husband.  {Beeman  v.  Gowser^  22  Ark. 
JR.  429.) 

The  court  holds  that  the  wife  has  no  legal  authority  to  dispose 
of  the  husband's  property  by  sale  or  otherwise,  and  to  bind  him  by 
a  contract  without  a  power  from  him,  or  his  subsequent  approval 
or  ratification.    {Dunncthoe  v.  WiUiams^  24  Ark.  R.  264.) 

§  607.  In  the  State  of  Texas,  parties  intending  to  outer  into  the 
marriage  state  may  enter  into  what  stipulations  they  please,  provi* 
ded  they  be  not  contraiy  to  good  morals,  or  to  some  rule  of  law ; 
and  in  no  case  can  they  enter  into  any  agreement,  or  make  any 
renunciation,  the  object  of  which  would  be  to  alter  the  legal  orders 
of  descent,  either  with  respect  to  themselves  in  what  concerns  the 
inheritance  of  their  children  or  posterity,  wliich  either  may  have 
by  any  other  person,  or  in  respect  to  their  common  children,  nor 
can  they  make  any  valid  agreement  to  impair  the  legal  rights  of 
the  husband  over  the  person  of  the  wife,  or  tlie  persons  of  their 
common  children*  Every  matrimonial  agreement  must  be  made 
by  an  act  before  a  notary  public  and  two  witnesses ;  and  the  same 
cannot  be  altered  after  the  celebration  of  the  marriage.  {PaachoTs 
Annotated  Dig.  arts.  4632,  4633,  4634.) 

All  property,  both  real  and  personal,  of  the  husband,  owned  or 
claimed  by  him  before  marriage,  and  that  acquired  afterward  by 
gift,  devise,  or  descent,  as  also  the  increase  of  all  lands  thus 
acquired,  are  declared  to  be  his  separate  property ;  and  the  rule  is 
the  'same  with  respect  to  the  wife,  except  that  during  the  marriage 
the  husband  may  have  the  sole  management  of  his  wife's  property. 
All  property  acquired  by  either  husband  or  wife  during  the  mar- 
riage, except  that  which  is  acquired  in  the  manner  before  specified, 
will  })e  deemed  the  common  property  of  the  husband  and  wife, 
and,  during  the  coverture,  may  be  disposed  of  by  the  husband  only ; 
it  is  made  liable  for  the  debts  of  both  husband  and  wife,  con- 
tracted during  the  marriage  for  necessaries ;  and  upon  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  maiTiage  by  death,  the  remainder  of  such  common 
property  will  go  to  the  survivor,  if  the  deceased  has  no  child  or 
children  ;  but  if  the  deceased  have  a  child  or  children,  the  survivor 
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will  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  said  property,  and  the  other  half 
will  pass  to  the  child  or  children  of  the  deceased.  {PaachaVB 
AnnaMed  Dig.  arts.  4641,  4642.) 

The  husband  or  wife  may  by  last  will  and  testantient  give  to  the 
anrvivor^s  husband  or  wife  the  power  to  keep  his  or  her  separate 
property  together,  until  each  of  the  sereral  heirs  shall  become  of 
lawful  age,  and  to  manage  and  control  the  same  under  the  provi* 
aions  of  the  statute,  and  such  other  restrictions  as  may  be  imposed 
by  will;  provided,  the  surviving  husband  or  wife  is  the  father  or 
mother,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  the  minor  heirs ;  and  provided, 
further,  that  any  child  or  heir  entitled  to  any  part  of  said  property 
shall,  at  any  time,  upon  coming  of  age,  be  entitled  to  receive 
his  distributive  portion  of  said  estate.  {PclbcKoPb  Annotated  Dig. 
art.  4658.) 

§  608.  The  intention  of  the  husband,  in  taking  the  conveyance 
of  community  property  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  has  no  effect  upon 
either  his  own  or  the  rights  of  the  wife.  The  law  prescribes  the 
operation  of  such  deed,  irrespective  of  the  motives  in  taking  it,  in 
either  the  name  of  the  husband  or  of  the  wife,  or  of  both  jointly ; 
for,  whether  taken  in  the  one  form  or  the  other,  the  community 
character  of  the  property  is  not  changed.  {Smith  v.  t^ahan^  16 
Tex.  R.  314.    But  vide  Eiggins  v.  JohnsMj  20  ib.  889.) 

Under  the  statutes  as  they  now  exist,  the  separate  property  of 
the  wife  cannot  be  chained  with  the  debts  of  the  husband  con- 
tracted for  necessaries  for  himself,  although  it  may  be  bound  for 
necessaries  bought  by  her  for  herself  and  children ;  but  she  is  not 
bound  to  support  her  husband,  and  necessaries  procured  by  him 
for  himself  cannot  be  charged  upon  her  property.  (Magee  v. 
Whitey  28  Tex.  R.  180.    Vide  Brawn  v.  Ecter^  19  ih.  846.) 

The  rights  of  husband  and  wife  to  property  acquired  during 
coverture  are  precisely  equivalent ;  the  only  difference  being  that 
he  has  the  management  and  control  of  it,  for  the  benefit  of  both. 
But  where  the  husband  leaves  his  home  and  is  absent  for  several 
years,  thq  wife  acquires  a  right  to  manage,  control,  and  dispose  of 
the  common  property,  as  well  as  her  separate  property.  And  when 
the  husband  was  absent  for  nearly  six  years,  and,  in  the  mean  time 
the  wife  had  purchased  a  tract  of  land,  and  made  a  deed  of  gift  of 
a  portion  of  it  to  her  child  by  a  former  husband,  the  deed  of  gift 
was  sustained  by  the  court.  ( Wright  v.  SaySy  10  Tex.  R.  180. 
And  vide  Fullerton  v.  Doyle ^  18  tJ.  8.) 
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It  has  been  held  that  when  the  wife,  withont  good  cause,  volnn- 
tarily  abandons  her  husband  for  several  years  (say  three  or  four) 
immediately  previons  to  his  decease,  she  forfeits  her  claim  to  the 
homestead  and  widow's  allowance.    {Earie  v.  Earle^  9  Tex.  Ii.6S0.) 

The  relation  between  husband  and  wife  is  such  that  the  wife  is 
often  called  upon  to  act  as  the  impliedly  authorized  agent  of  the 
husband,  even  in  the  management  of  his.  own  property;  more 
especially  may  she  manage  and  control  her  separate  property  dur- 
ing his  absence.    {Blanchet  v.  Dugai^  5  Tex.  R.  507.) 

§  609.  Husband  and  wife  are  not  regarded  as  one  person  under 
the  laws  of  Texas ;  the  existence  of  the  wife  is  not  mei^ged  in  that 
of  the  husband.    Most  certainly  is  this  true,  so  far  as  the  rights  of 
property  are  concerned;  they  are  distinct  persons  as  to  their 
estates ;  when  property  is  in  question,  the  husband  is  not  a  baron, 
nor  is  the  wife  a  covert,  if  by  the  former  is  meant  a  lord  and 
master  and  by  the  latter  a  dependent  creature  under  protection 
or  influence.    The  husband  and  wife  are  co-equals  in  life ;  and  at 
death  the  survivor,  whether  husband  or  wife,  remains  the  head  fA 
the  family.    Hemphill,  Ch.  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
remarked :  "  The  stauncbest  advocates  of  the  doctrine  of  Vicman 
merger  during  the  existence  of  the  marriage,  will  not  assert  that 
the  sex,  of  itself,  disqualifies  a  female  from  being  the  head  of  a 
fkmily.    Even  the  common  law,  hostile  as  it  is  to  the  rights  of 
married  women,  confers  on  the  single  woman,  or  spinster,  as  she  b 
termed,  the  civil  rights  and  capacities  of  man.    She  requires  no 
guardian  to  protect  her  person  or  property.    In  legal  contemplsr 
tion  and  in  fact,  she  is  capable  of  managing  and  disposing  of  her 
possessions  and  interests  prudently  and  advantageously.      The 
statute  does  not  declare  that  the  head  of  the  family  must  be  of 
the  stronger  sex ;  and  the  occupant,  whether  of  the  one  sex  oi 
the  other,  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  exemptions  pertaining  by 
law  to  the  position."    On  this  reasoning  the  court  held  that,  at  tbe 
death  of  the  husband,  the  surnving  wife  becomes  the  head  of 
the  family ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  act  requiring  the  probate 
conrt  to  set  apart  certain  property  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of 
herself  and  children,  she  would  nevertheless  be  entitled  to  retain 
out  of  the  community  property,  the  homestead  and  other  property 
which  is  exempted  from  forced  sale ;  and  that  the  one  hundred  and 
second  section  of  the  act  of  1848  {art.  1211),  must  be  construed 
with  reference  tp  existing  laws  on  the  subject  of  exemptions ;  and, 
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be  its  expressions  or  constructions  what  they  maj,  they  cannot 
affect  the  homestead  guaranteed  by  the  constitation  to  every  head 
of  a  family.    (  Wood  v.  Wheeler ,  7  Texae  JS.  13.) 

And  it  seems  that  the  husband  may  make  a  valid  bill  of  sale  or 
deed  of  gift  to  his  wife,  which  will  be  enforced  against  his  heirs. 
{Ha/rtwdl  v.  Jacksmiy  7  Texas  B.  676.) 

§  610.  By  the  common  law,  during  cov^uje,  tlie  separate  legal 
existence  of  the  wife  is  extinguished ;  and,  as  a  consequence,  suits 
in  relation  to  her  rights  must  be  in  the  joint  names  of  husband 
and  wife,  and  he  may  sue  alone  for  all  such  property  of  the  wife 
as  he  can  dispose  of  for  his  own  use.  When  the  suit  is  in  relation 
to  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  the  suit  must  be  brought  by  the 
wife  alone,  in  the  name  of  her  next  friend.  If  she  be  joined  with 
her  husband,  or  the  suit  be  brought  in  his  name  as  next  friend,  the 
suit  will  be  r^arded  as  that  of  the  husband  alone,  and  will  not 
prejudice  the  separate  interest  of  the  wife,  nor  bar  a  subsequent 
suit  by  her  next  friend ;  and,  as  a  consequence  of  this  right  of  the 
wife,  the  defendant  may  demur  unless  the  suit  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  by  her  prochein  ami.  But  the  ccmrts  of  Texas 
hold  that  these  distinctions,  and  the  grounds  on  which  they  pro^ 
ceed,  are  unknown  to  their  system  of  jurisprudence.  The  right  of 
the  wife  in  her  own  property  cannot  be  affected  under  their  laws 
by  the  circumstance  of  the  joinder  of  the  husband  in  a  suit  for  its 
recovery.  Let  it  be  recovered  by  whom  and  how  it  may,  it 
remains  onehanged,  the  absolute  property  of  the  wife.  By  the 
statute  of  1840,  article  2415,  it  is  declared  that  the  husband  may 
sue  either  alone,  or  jointly  with  his  wife,  for  the  recovery  of  any 
effects  of  the  wife.  This  vests  him  with  authority  to  prosecute  the 
suit  in  his  own  name,  or  by  joinder  with  the  wife  at  his  option. 
The  law  constitutes  him  her  agent  or  attorney  in  this  particular ; 
and  his  acts  in  this  capacity,  done  in  good  faith,  must  be  binding 
and  conclusive  upon  his  principal.  She  would  be  entitled  to  no 
redress  for  errors  in  the  proceedings,  of  which  he  could  not  avail 
himself.  If  he  were  incompetent,  or  was  endangering  the  rights 
of  his  wife  by  negligence,  the  court  would,  doubtless,  on  proper 
representation,  interfere  for  her  protection ;  or  if  he  were  guilty  of 
fraud  or  collusion,  she  might  impeach  the  decree  vitiated  by  such 
fraud.  But  the  husband  should  then  be  made  defendant,  and  not 
a  co-plaintiff  with  his  wife.  {Cannon  v.  Hemphill^  7  Teosas  R,  184. 
And  vide  Boaster  v.  Dear^  24  ib.  17.) 
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§611.  Whether  the  authority  of  the  legislature  to  pass  laws 
more  clearly  dofiiiing  the  rights  of  the  wife  to  her  separate  prop- 
erty, and  to  the  community  property,  is  the  same  in  respect  to 
property  acquired  before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitntion,  as  it  is 
in  respect  of  property  acquired  afterward,  seems  .to  be  a  qu^tion 
not  definitely  settled.  But  the  courts  hold  that  the  principles  and 
rules  of  the  common  law,  as  to  the  efiect,  of  corerture,  so  far  as 
they  a£Eect  the  capacity  of  the  wife  to  hold  property  in  her  separate 
right,  are  totally  expunged  from  their  code  of  jurisprudence,  and,  in 
an  investigation  of  tlie  rights  of  the  wife,  must  be  alt<^ther  dis- 
carded from  consideration.  The  capacity  of  the  wife  to  hold 
property  in  her  own  right,  separate  and  apart  from  her  husband, 
is  as  complete  and  perfect  as  that  of  the  husband  to  hold  property 
in  his  own  right,  separate  and  apart  from  his  wife.  There  is  not 
the  slightest  difference,  in  this  particular,  between  their  civil  rights 
and  capacities.    {Edrington  v.  Mayfidd^  5  Texas  Ji.  863.) 

It  has  been  judicially  declared  that  it  was  the  obvious  purpose 
of  the  act  of  1840,  which  introduced  the  common  law,  to  preserve 
from  the  wreck  of  the  Spanish  system  of  jurisprudence  those  mlcB, 
with  some  modificatioHB;  which  regarded  the  matrimonial  nnion, 
60  far  as  property  was  concerned,  as  a  species  of  partnership,  in 
which  each  partner  might  have  separate  estates  or  property,  as 
well  as  common  stock  of  acquisitions  and  gains.  The  distinction 
between  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  and  property  limited  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  is  not  recognized  by  the  Texas  laws. 
The  property  denominated  separate  is  regarded  as  limited  to  the 
sole  and  separate  use  of  the  wife,  and  necessarily  excludes  the 
common  law  rights  of  the  husband  in  such  property  by  virtue  of 
the  coverture.    {Oartwrighi  v.  JBoUiSy  6  Texas  R.  162.) 

But  the  marital  rights  of  persons  in  the  state,  married  before  the 
introduction  of  the  common  law,  are  to  be  regulated  by  the  law 
"  as  it  aforetime  was."  {Smith  v.  Smithy  1  Texas  JB.  621.  Afkd 
vide  Portis  v.  Parker^  22  ib.  699.)  The  private  property  of  each 
partner  to  the  matrimonial  amion  must,  as  a  general  rule,  bear  its 
own  charges  and  expenses.    ( Womaek  v.  Womack^  8  Texas  R.  397.) 

§  612.  Property  jJurchased  during  the  marriage,  whether  the 
conveyance  be  made  to  the  husband  or  wife  separately,  or  to  them 
jointly,  is  presumed  to  belong  to  the  community.  This  presump- 
tion may  be  rebutted  by  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  that  the  pur- 
chase was  made  with  the  separate  funds  of  either  husband  or  wife; 
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in  \rhich  caae  it  remains  the  separate  property  of  the  party  whose 
money  was  employed  in  the  acquisition.  It  seems  that,  in  order 
to  rebut  the  presumption  that  property  purchased  during  marriage 
IB  common  property,  where  a  creditor  is  concerned,  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  .funds  with  which  the  purchase  was  made  were 
owned  by  the  claimant  before  the  marriage,  or  were  acquired  by 
gift,  devise  or  descent,  or  that  such  funds  were  the  proceeds  of 
property  thus  acquired.  {Huston  y.  6W2,  8  Texas  JR.  239.  Mitch- 
ell V.  Marr,  26  ib.  829.) 

A  married  woman  was  capable  of  receiving  a  concession  of  land 
by  onerous  title  under  the  colonization  laws  of  Mexico  and  Coa? 
Luila  and  Texas ;  and  such  a  grant  became  community  property, 
and  the  husband  could  dispose  of  it  in  any  mode  not  intended  to 
defraud  the  wife.    {Edwards  v.  Jmnes^  7  Texas  E.  372.) 

The  law  creates  a  presumption  that  all  property  held  by  husband 
and  ^vife  is  common  property  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  the  husband.  {LoU  v.  Keach^  5  Texas  JR.  894.)  But  there 
is  no  presumption  that  property  in  the  possession  of  a  conjugal 
partnership  belongs  to  the  husband  rather  than  to  the  wife. 
When  the  matrimonial  union  has  continued  for  any  considerable 
period,  the  presumption  is  strong  that  the  property  belongs  to  the 
common  stock  of  acquests  and  gains.  {Edrvngton  v.  MayfieUd^  5 
TePTM  JR.  86^.) 

§  613.  The  general  rule  is,  that,  when  a  wife  joins  her  husband 
in  a  mortgage  of  her. estate,  for  his  benefit,  as  between  the  hus- 
band and  wife  the  mortgage  will  be  considered  the  debt  of  the 
husband ;  and  after  his  death,  the  wife,  or  her  representatives,  will 
be  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  and  have  the 
mortgage  satisfied  out  of  the  husband^s  assets.  But  when  the  forms 
of  law  are  all  complied  with,  the  courts  will  examine  with  vigi- 
lance transactions  in  which  the  wife  disposes  of  or  charges  her 
separate  property,  and  protect  her  from  undue  influence,  or  the  fraud 
or  compulsion  of  her  Iiusband  and  others ;  but  such  fraud  or  com- 
pulsion must  be  averred  by  the  wife,  and  be  sustained  by  proof,  in 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  conveyance.  {JBMis  v.  Francois^  5  Texas 
i?.  195.) 

A  married  woman  in  Texas  cannot  make  a  contract  by  which 
slic  herself,  or  her  separate  property,  will  be  rendered  liable.  The 
act  of  1840,  "  regulating  marital  rights,"  was  intended  to  secure  the 
sepamte  property  of  the  wife,  and  its  object  would  be  defeated  if 
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she  could  bind  it  by  her  separato  contracts  dnring  the  cov^ore. 
The  common  law  role  respecting  the  capacity  of  the  wife  to  con- 
tract was  not  changed  bj  the  statute.  {£ca>aria/ugh  t.  Brown^  1 
Texas  R.  481.) 

The  wife  loses  many  of  hei*  civil  rights  by  marriage.  The  law 
has  deemed  it  sound  policy,  and  beneficial  to  her  interest,  that  cer- 
tain onerous  restrictions' should  be  imposed  upon  her  ability  to  deal 
with  her  separate  estate.  And  if  it  be  shielded  from  her  volontaiy 
disposition,  a  fortiori^  would  it  be  protected  against  debts,  engage- 
ments or  contractcr  of  her  husband,  unless  made  for  the  benefit  of 
such  estate,  or  under  certain  circumstances,  for  the  support  of  the 
wife  and  family.  The  constitutional  provision,  that  '^lawB  shall 
be  passed  "  more  clearly  ^'  defining  the  rights  of  the  wife,  in  relation 
as  well  to  her  separate  property  as  to  that  held  in  common  with 
her  husband,"  cannot,  in  any  degree,  have  been  intended  to 
abridge  the  rights  of  the  wife  in  her  separate  estate.  (JEdringUm 
V.  Mayfidd,  5  Tem%  R.  363.) 

It.  seems  that  the  separate  property  of  the  wife  is  liable  to 
respond  in  damages  for  the  frauds  in  which  she  participates,  in 
relation  to  her  own  property,  and  which  inure  to  her  exdnsive 
benefit.  {Howard  v.  Norik^  5  Texas  R.  290.)  The  distinctioii, 
in  some  of  the  cases,  exempting  the  separate  estate  of  the  wifs 
from  liability,  because  credit  is  given  to  the  husband  and  not  to 
the  wife,  has  been  declared  to  be  frivolous  in  Texas.  {Cartwright 
y.  SbUUj  6  Texas  R.  152.)  The  privy  examination  of  the  wife 
apart  from  her  husband  is  indispensable  to  the  conveyance  of  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife.  {CaUahan  v.  PaUersariy  4  Texas 
R.  61.)  A  married  woman  can,  jointly  with  her  husband,  make 
a  valid  conveyance  of  lands,  her  separate  property,  by  an  attorney 
in  fact  duly  appointed  and  authorized  by  power  of  attorney,  exe- 
cnted  and  acknowledged  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law  for  the 
execution  and  acknowledgment  of  deeds  of  conveyance.  {PatUm 
v.  King,  26  Texas  R.  685.)! 

A  husband  may  make  a  gift  or  grant  of  the  community,  or  his 
separate  property,  to  his  wife,  by  a  conveyance  directly  to  ho*, 
without  the  intervention  of  trustees.  And  a  deed  from  the  hus- 
band to  his  wife,  purporting  to  be  for  a  valuable  consideration,  if 
without  consideration,  will  be  upheld  as  a  donation  or  giil.  {Stcrg 
v.  MitoheU,  24  Texas  R.  305.  And  vide  Reynolds  v.  Lanrfcrd^  16 
H.  286.    BenneU  v.  Cocks,  15  ib.  67.    MUs  v.  I%Us,  14  tb.  443.) 
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§  614.  On  the  death  of  the  wife  without  children,  the  com* 
mnnity  property  belongs  to  the  surviving  hasband,  and  neither  the 
coauty  court  nor  the  ^ministrator  of  the  wife  can  exercise  any 
control  over  it ;  and  it  would  seem  that,  in  such  case,  the  husband 
is  not  required  to  file  an  inventory  and  appraisement  under  the 
statute  of  1848,  better  defining  the  marital  rights  of  the  parties. 
(  WaU  V.  Clark,  19  Texas  Ji.  821.  And  vide  Fishbach  v.  Young,  lb. 
515.)  The  statute  of  26th  August,  1856,  provides,  <^  that  it  shall 
not  be  necessary  for  any  surviving  husband  to  administer  upon  the 
community  property  of  himself  and  his  deceased  wife,  but  he  shall 
have  the  exclusive  management,  control  and  disposition  of  the  same 
after  her  death,  in  the  same  manner  as  during  her  life,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  tliis  act."  The  third  section  of  the  act  requires 
the  husband,  in  the  event  his  wife  had  a  surviving  child  or  children, 
to  file  an  inventory  of  the  common  property.  The  fifth  section 
empowers  the  county  court  to  require  a  bond  from  the  husband,  or 
to  ^^  appoint  administration  over  the  estate,  as  in  other  cases," 
upon,  the  heirs  of  the  wife,  showing  that  the  "husband  is  wasting 
or  mismanaging,  or  is  about  to  waste  or  mismanage,  said  com* 
munity  property,  or  is  about  to  remove  it  out  of  the  state,  or 
otherwise  dispose  of  it  in  such  manner  as  to  injure  or  defraud  the 
right  of  such  heirs."  {Laws  of  1856,  Ac^ourned  Session,  page  51.) 
This  law  was  in  force  when  the  case  of  Wall  v.  ClarJcy  supra,  was 
decided,  and  the  statute  received  a  construction,  in  the  decision  of 
the  case,  as  above  indicated. 

The  husband  has  authority,  as  survivor  of  the  connubial  partner- 
ship, when  there  is  no  administration  upon  the  wife's  estate,  to 
fulfill  all  contracts  respecting  the  common  property,  entered  into  by 
himself  alone  or  jointly  with  the  wife,  before  her  death ;  and 
where  the  heir  of  the  wife  sought  to  sbt  aside  a  conveyance  of  the 
surviving  husband,  which  was  made  in  pursuance  of  such  prior 
agreement  by  the  husband  and  wife,  on  the  ground  that  the  con- 
tract had  been  forfeited  by  the  obligee,  and  become  null  during 
the  life  of  the  wife,  it  was  held  by  the  court  that  he  must  make 
strict  proof.    {Primm  v.  Barton,  18  Texas  R.  206.) 

§  615.  When  the  husband  is  absent,  leaving  no  one  else  author- 
ized to  take  care  of  the  common  property,  the  wife  has  the  implied 
authority  to  do  so.  In  such  a  case,  there  is  no  reason  or  rule  of 
law  that  would  prohibit  the  wife  from  making  such  contracts 
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respecting  the  community  property  as  are  necessary  for  its  pre- 
servation and  the  snpport  of  herself  and  children. 

When  the  husband  kept  a  hotel,  which- was  the  common  prop- 
erty of  himself  and  wife,  and,  being  arrested  for  crime,  broke  jail 
and  escaped,  and  the  wife,  alleging  that  she  was  in  a  state  of  des- 
titution, rented  the  hotel  for  a  year  for  a  reasonable  rent  in  money 
and  board  for  herself  and  children,  it  was  held  that  she  had  author- 
ity  to  do  so,  and  that  the  contract  was  such  as  the  circumstances 
justified,  and,  where  the  circumstances  exist  which  give  the  wife 
authority  to  make  contracts  during  the  absence  of  the  husband 
from  his  home,  it  would  seem  that  her  contracts  may  be  proved  or 
acknowledged  in  the  same  manner  as  those  of  e./eme-sole,  and  that 
a  privy  examination  is  not  essential  to  give  them  effect.  {Cheek  v. 
Bellows,  17  Texas  R.  613.) 

§  616.  Where  the  deed  to  real  property  is  taken  in  the  name  of 
the  wife,  and  part  only  of  the  purchase-money  or  consideration  is 
her  separate  property,  and  her  husband  gives  his  note  for  part  of 
the  purchase-money,  upon  which  judgment  is  afterward  obtained, 
without  making  the  wife  a  party  to  the  suit,  a  sale  by  virtue  of 
execution  on  such  judgment  will  only  pass  the  interest  of  the  com- 
munity, and  the  separate  interest  of  the  husband,  if  any,  and  not 
the  separate  interest  of  the  wife,  corresponding  to  the  proportion 
of  the  consideration  paid  out  of  her  separate  property.  {Glaibome 
V.  Tanner,  18  Texas  E.  68.) 

It  has  been  judicially  declared  that  if  there  be  any  good  sense  in 
the  rule,  that,  when  credit  is  once  given  to  the  wife,  the  husband 
will  not  be  liable,  though  the  articles  be  necessary,  it  is  in  cases 
where  the  wife  has  a  separate  income,  or  separate  property  of  her 
own,  and  under  her  own  control. 

The  liability  of  the  husband  for  necessaries  furnished  the  wife, 
is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  she  had,  without  allegation  of  fault 
on  her  part,  deserted  her  husband's  house,  and  was  taking  measures 
to  procure  a  separation  of  the  marital  relation,  of  all  which  the 
party  plaintiff  had  notice,  and  dealt  with  the  wife  as  if  the  separa- 
tion had  been  then  obtained,  taking  her  note  for  the  amount  of  the 
debt  incurred  ;  nor  by  the  further  fact,  taken  in  connection  there- 
with, that  since  the  necessaries  were  liirnished,  the  wife  had  pro- 
cured a  separation  and  a  separate  maintenance  amply  sufficient  for 
her  snpport  and  the  payment  of  this  demand.  And  it  would  seem 
that  the  wife  would  be  entitled  in  many  instances  to  necessaries,  that 
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is,  that  the  husband  would  be  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  her, 
although  the  separation  may  have  been  by  her  fault ;  as,  for  instance, 
where  her  separate  property  is  under  her  husband's  control,  or  there 
is  a  sufficient  amount  of  common  property ;  and  where  the  wife  is 
separated  from  the  husband  without  fault  on  her  part,  her  hus- 
band's express  prohibition  to  furnish  a  given  article  is  declared 
to  be  entitled  to  little  or  no  weight.  {Black  v.  Bryan^  18  Texas 
R.  453.) 

The  constitution  of  the  state  declares  that  a  homestead  for  the 
head  of  a  family,  not  exceeding  two  hundred  acres  of  land,  not 
included  in  a  town  or  city,  shall  be  exempt  from  sale  on  execution, 
and  there  have  been  several  decisions  of  the  court  in  respect  to 
this  provision ;  but  it  is  thought  to  be  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them. 
It  has  been  held  that  the  design  of  the  exemption  was  not  only  to 
protect  citizens  and  their  families  from  the  miseries  and  dangers  of 
destitution,  but  also  to  cherish  and  support  in  the  bosoms  of  indi- 
viduals, those  feelings  of  sublime  independence  which  are  so  essen- 
tial.to  the  maintenance  of  free  institutions.  The  provision  does 
not  exempt  from  forced  sale,  two  hundred  acres  of  land,  not 
includ9d  in  a  town  or  city,  for  a  homestead ;  but  a  homestead  not 
to  exceed  two  hundred  acres.  {Franklin  v.  Coffee^  18  TexoM  R. 
413.  Yide  oho  an  the  sviject  of  the  homestead^  Paschal  v.  Oush- 
fnan^  26  ii.  74.  J/'arth  v.  Shaver^  15  ih.  175.  Baxter  v.  J)ear^ 
34  ib.  17.  /Stanley  v.  Greenwoody  Ih  224.  Norria  v.  Duncan^  21 
ib.  594.) 

Such  are  the  distinctive  peculiarities  created  by  statute  in  the 
several-  states  relating  to  married  women  and  marital  rights,  and 
the  leading  decisions  of  the  courts  under  the  statutes  of  each  state. 
It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  a  considerable  variety  in  the 
statutory  provisions,  and  yet  the  decisions  of  the  courts  upon  the 
subject  may  often  be  consulted  to  great  advantage  in  construing 
the  local  statute  of  any  particular  state. 
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CHAPTER  XXXVm. 

THE    INSXITUTIOK    OF    VMBXLKQtE — HOW    KABBIA0B    18    BBOABDSD   Dl 
LAW— DIFFERENT    VIEWS     UPON    THE    SUBJECT — SOUOCNIZATIDll    OF 

MARRIAGE.  ' 

§  617.  Mabhiage  is  the  conjugal  union  of  one  man  with  one 
woman  for  life.-  The  institution  of  marriage  is  an  ancient  and 
honorable  one,  and  the  marriage  relation  exists  in  all  GhristiaD 
communities  especially,  and^  in  some  form,  it  is  almost  nniveraallj 
recognized  among  the  heathen.  In  Protestant  commnnities,  mar- 
riage is  not  regarded  as  a  sacrament,  nor  as  peculiar  to  the  chnith 
of  Christ ;  but  it  is  considered  in  all  countries  as  the  most  sacred  of 
all  contracts,  and  in  England  it  is  celebrated  as  a  religions  cere- 
mony. In  the  United  States,  it  is  only  a  civil  contract,  and  certain 
magistrates,  equally  with  the  ministers  of  religion,  have  a  right  to 
solemnize  it;  but  the  prevailing  practice  among  the  cultivated  and 
refined  is  to  have  it  performed  by  a  deigyman,  and  attended  with 
religious  ceremonies. 

Marriage  is  of  a  public  nature,  and  the  welfare  of  civil  society, 
the  happiness  of  families,  and  the  credit  of  religion,  are  deeply 
interested  in  it.  Indeed,  the  institution  of  marriage  is  really  the 
most  important  of  all  the  domestic  relations.  It  is  emphatically 
one  of  the  chief  foundations  of  social  order;  it  involves  moral 
duties  and  legal  obligations  of  a  most  serious  concern;  and  the 
ties  and  relatioiis.  which  result  from  it,  are  of  the  highest  impcnrt- 
ance  to  the  parties  and  to  society.  It  is  r^ulated  by  i|tw  in  every 
civilized  commonwealth,  and  all  good  citizens  are  bound  by  die 
regulations  which  are  made.  In  all  civilized  countries,  especially, 
the  doctrine  is  conceded  that  men  and  women  ought  not  to  follow 
their  animal  instincts  in  their  social  relations  to  one  anoth^,  bnt 
that  they  should  be  conjugally  united  by  a  band  which  nothing 
but  death  can  sunder.  In  some  countries  men  are  permitted  to 
take  to  themselves  more  than  one  wife ;  but  the  practice  js  looked 
upon  with  horror  and  disgust  among  Christian  communities,  and 
it  is  nowhere  tolerated  in  a  CLrisjbian  country  except  by  the  Mor- 
mons of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  excellent  commentaries  upon  the  law  of 
marriage  and  divorce,  well  says:  ^'The  institution  of  marriage, 
commencing  with  the  race,  and  attending  man  in  all  periods,  in 
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all  conntri^,  of  his  existence,  has  ever  been  considered  the  par- 
ticnlar  glorj  of  the  social  system.  It  has  shone  forth  in  dark 
countries,  and  in  dark  periods  of  the  world,  a  bright  luminary  on 
his  horizon.  And  bnt  for  this  institution,  all  that  is  valuable,  all 
that  is  virtuous,  all  that  is  desirable  in  human  existence,  would 
long  since  have  faded  away  in  the  general  retrograde  of  the  race, 
and  in  the  perilous  darkness  in  which  its  joys  and  its  hopes  would 
have  been  wrecked  together.  And  as  man.  has  gone  up  in  the 
path  of  his  improvement,  and  higher  and  purer  light  has  shone 
around  him,  still  has  this  institution  of  marriage,  receiving  acces- 
sions of  glory  with  every  step  of  the  race  toward  its  ultimate 
glory,  remained  ever  the  first  among  the  institutions  of  human 
society.  And  the  idea  that  any  goveniment  could,  consistently 
with  the  general  weal,  permit  this  institution  'to  become  merely 
matter  of  bargain  between  men  and  women,  and  not  regulate  it 
by  its  own  power,  is  too  absurd  to  require  a  word  of  refutation." 
(1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce^  §  12.) 

Marriage  in  South  Carolina  is  declared  to  be  '^  a  civil  contract 
of  mutual  partnership  and  cohabitation  during  life,  under  the  pro- 
visions' of  laws  passed  on  this  subject.  The  parties  are  the  man, 
the  woman  and  the  state.  The  state  is  interested,  her  interest 
being  that  the  contract  shall  be  fulfilled  beneficially  to  the  progeny, 
of  whom  the  future  citizens  are  to  be  composed."  (2  S.  C.  Stat  at 
Zarge^  733.) 

§  618.  Marriage  is  considered  by  the  law  in  no  other  light  than 
as  a  civil  contract.  This  is  the  doctrine  now  universally  conceded 
both  in  England  and  America.  Whatever  question  or  controversy 
may  exist  among  legal  writers  and  jurists  concerning  the  nature 
of  the  relation  subsisting  between  husband  and  wife  after  marriage 
— whether  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  are  then  to  be 
regulated  and  governed  by  the  principles  applicable  to  all  civil 
contracts,  or  the  contract  is  to  be  considered  as  merged  in  the 
higher  nature  of  the  status  created  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties 
— all  the  authorities  concur  in  this,  that  marriage  has  its  origin  and 
foundation  in  a  purely  civil  contract.  Bnt  while  it  is  undoubtedly 
a  contract,  it  is  a  contract  sanctioned  by  law,  controlled  hy  con- 
aiderations  of  public  policy  vital  to  the  order  and  harmony  of  social 
life,  and  in  its  nature  indissoluble,  except  by  violations  of  duty  on 
the  one  part,  to  be  taken  advantage  of  in  a  special  manner,  pro- 
vided by  law,  on  the  other. 
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Some  writers  prefer  to  treat  marriage  rather  as  a  stcUnis  than  as 
a  contract ;  and  Jjndge  Story  seems  to  have  sanctioned  this  view. 
He  says,  in  his  work  on  the  conflict  of  laws :  ^^  I  have  throughont 
treated  marriage  as  a  contract  in  the  common  sense  of  the  word, 
because  this  is  the  light  in  which  it  is  ordinarily  viewed  by  jurists, 
domestic  as  well  as  foreign.  But  it  appear^  to  me  to  be  something 
more  than  a  mere  contract.  It  is  rather  to  be  deemed  an  institution 
of  society,  founded  upon  the  consent  and  contract  of  the  parties ; 
and  in  this  view  it  has  some  peculiarities  in  its  nature,  character, 
operation,  and  extent  of  obligation,  different  from  what  belongs  to 
ordinary  contracts.  *  *  *  Marriage  is*  not  treated  as  a  mere 
'contract  between  the  parties,  subject,  as  to  its  continuance,  dissola- 
tion,  and  effects,  to  their  mere  pleasure  and  intentions.  But  it  is 
treated  as  a  civil  institution,  the  most  interesting  and  important  in 
its  nature  of  any  in  society."  {Story^a  Conflict  of  La.w%^  §  200.) 
And  Mr.  Bishop  says :  "  Definitions  are  not  necessarily  law ;  and 
legal  writers  arc  bound  to  reform  definitions  as  lexicographers  do, 
so  that  they  may  truly  describe  the  object  intended.  Thus,  to  say 
that  marriage  is  a  contract,  when  speaking  of  the  marital  condition, 
not  of  the  agreement  to  assume  it,  is,  as  we  have  seen,  according 
to  the  current  of  authorities,  inaccurate,  since  they  further  declare 
that  it  differs  in  many  particulars  from  other  contracts.  And,  when 
the  differences  are  pointed  out,  we  find  that  they  have  covered 
every  quality  of  the  marriage,  and  left  nothing  of  the  contract 
uncovered.  All  is  submerged  in  the  status.  To  term  marriage, 
therefore,  a  contract,  is  as  great  a  practical  inconvenience  as  to 
call  a  certain  well  known  engine  for  propelling  railroad  cars  *  a 
horse,'  adding,  ^  but  it  differs  from  other  horses  in  several  important 
particulars,'  and  then  to  explain  the  particulars.  More  convenient 
would  it  be  to  use  at  once  the  word  locomotive."  (1  Bishop  on 
Marriage  amd  Divorce^  %  18.)  He,  therefore,  designates  the 
relation  of  marriage  in  his  work  by  the  words  "  atatxia  of  marriage^ 
to  signify  the  same  thing  which  is  usually  meant  by  the  phrase 
"  contract  of  marriage." 

§  619.  Mr.  Shelford,  in  his  treatise  on  marriage  and  divorce, 
says :  "  Marriage  is  considered*  in  every  country,  and  may  be 
defined  to  be  a  contract  according  to  the  form  prescribed  by 
the  law,  by  which  a  man  and  woman,  capable  of  entering  into 
such  a  contract,  mutually  engage  with  each  other  to  live  their 
whole  lives  together  in  the  state  of  union  which  ought  to  exist 
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letween  a  husband  and  his  wife."     {ShdforcTs  Marriage  and 
Divorce.  1.) 

Mr.  Eogers,  in  his  work  on  ecclesiastical  law,  says :  ^'  Miarriage 
is  a  contract  having  its  origin  in  the  law  of  nature  antecedent  to 
sJl  civil  institutions,  but  adopted  by  political  society,  and  charged 
thereby  with  various  civil  obligations.  It  is  founded  on  mutual 
consent,  which  is  the  essence  of  all  contracts;  and  is  entered 
into  by  two  persons  of  different  sexes,  with  a  view  to  their  mutual 
comfort  and  support,  and  for  the  procreation  of  children."  {Rogers^ 
JEcclesiastical  Lmo  [2(2  ^.],  595,  tit.  Marriage^ 

Ayliff  says :  ^'  Marriage  is  a  lawful  coupling  and  joining  together 
4of  a  man  and  woman  in  an  individual  state  or  society  of  lif^,  during 
the  life-time  of  one  of  the  parties ;  and  this  society  of  life  is  con- 
tracted by  the  consent  and  mutual  good  will  of  the  parties  toward 
each  other."    {Ayliff^8  Parergon^  juris  cananici  Anglieaniy  359.) 

Lord  Bobertson,  a  Scotch  judge,  said:  ^'Marriage  is  a  contract 
sui  getie^nSj  and  differing,  in  some  respects,  from  all  other  contracts, 
so  that  the  rules  of  law  which  are  applicable  in  expounding  and 
enforcing  other  contracts  may  not  apply  to  this.  The  contract  of 
marriage  is  the  most  important  of  all  human  transactions.  It  is 
the  very  basis  of  the  whole  fabric  of  civilized  society.  The  statics 
of  marriage  is  juris  gentium^  and  the  foundation  of  it,  like  that  of 
all  other  contracts,  rests  on  the  consent  of  parties ;  but  it  differs 
fi*om  other  contracts  in  this,  that  the  right,  obligations,  or  duties 
arising  from  it  are  not  left  entirely  to  be  regulated  by  the  agree- 
ments of  parties,  but  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  matters  of  municipal 
regulation  over  which '  the  parties  have  no  control  by  any  declara- 
tion of  their  will.  It  confers  the  status  of  legitimacy  on  children 
bom  in  wedlock,  with  all  the  consequential  rights,  duties  and 
privileges  thcQce  arising.  It  gives  rise  to  the  relations  of  con- 
sanguinity and  affinity.  In  short,  it  pervades  the  whole  system  of 
civil  society.  Unlike  other  contracts,  it  cannot,  in  general,  among 
civilized  nations,  be  dissolved  by  mutual  consent,  and  it  subsists  in 
full  force,  even  although  one  of  the  parties  should  be  forever  ren- 
dered incapable,  as  in  tlie  case  of  incurable  insanity,  or  the  Ij^e, 
from  performing  his  part  of  the  mutual  contract.  No  wonder  that 
the  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  arising  from  so  important  a 
contract  should  not  be  left  to  the  discretion  or  caprice  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  but  should  be  regulated,  in  many  important 
particulars,  by  the  laws  of  every  civilized  country."    {Duntz  v. 
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ZffoiM^  Ferg.  H.  68,  385,  397.)  And  Lord  Bannatine,  anoth^ 
Scotch  judge,  in  the  same  case,  eaid :  ^^  Though  the  origin  of  mar- 
riage is  contract,  it  is  in  a  different  situation  from  all  others.  It  is  a 
contract  coeval  with  and  essential  to  the  existence  of  society,  while 
the  relations  of  hnsband  and  wife,  parent  and  child,  to  which  it 
gives  rise,  are  the  foundation  of  many  right-s  acknowledged  all  the 
world  over,  and  which,  though  differently  modified  in  different 
countries,  have  everywhere  a  legal  character  altogether  independent 
of  the  will  of  the  parties."    {DuntB  v.  ZevtU^  Ferg.  R.  401.) 

§  620.  Chief  Jtistice  Robertson,  of  Kentucky,  observed :  "  Mar- 
riage, though  in  one  sense  a  contract,  because,  being  both  stipula- 
tory  and  consensual,  it  cannot  be  valid  without  the  spontaneous^ 
concurrence  of  two  competent  minds,  is  nevertheless  wi  gemria; 
and,  unlike  ordinary  or  commercial  contracts,  is  ptiUici  jwru^ 
becanse  it  establishes  fundamental  and  most  import4int  domestic 
relations.  And  therefore,  as  every  well  organized  society  is  essen- 
tially interested  in  the  existence  and  harmony  and  decorum  of  all 
its  social  relations,  marriage,  the  most  elementary  and  nsefol  of 
them  all,  is  regulated  and  controlled  by  the  sovereign  power  of  the 
state,  and  cannot,  like  Tnere  corvtraeUj  be  dissolved  by  the  juntnal 
consent  only  of  contracting  parties,  but  may  be  abrogated  by  the 
sovereign  will,  either  with  or  without  the  consent  of  hoth  parties^ 
whenever  the  public  gpod,  or  the  justice  to  both  or  either  of  the 
parties,  will  be  thereby  subserved.  Such  a  remedial  and  conserva- 
tive power  is  inherent  in  every  independent  nation,  and  cannot  be 
subjected  to  political  restraint  or  foreign  control  consistently  with 
the  public  welfare.  And  therefore,  marriage,  being  much  more 
than  a  contract,  and  depending  essentially  on  the  sovereign  will,  is 
not,  as  we  presume,  embraced  by  the  constitutional  interdiction  of 
legislative  acts  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  The  obliga- 
tion is  created  by  the  public  law,  subject  to  the, public  will,  and 
not  to  that  of  the  parties."  {Maguire  v.  Maguire^  7  jDana^s  JR. 
181, 183.) 

So,  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  Ten- 
nessee, in  a  case,  observed :  ^^  By  the  English  canon  and  ecclesiasti- 
cal law,  this  union  of  marriage  is  of  a  nature  so  widely  differing 
from  ordinary  contracts ;  creating  disabilities  and  conferring  privi- 
leges between  husband  and  wife ;  producing  interests,  attachments 
and  feelings,  partly  from  necessity,  but  mainly  from  a  principle  in 
our  nature,  which  together  form  the  strongest  ligament  in  human 
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society,  withoat  which,  perhaps,  it  could  not  exist  in  a  civilized 
state;  it  is  a  connection  of  such  a  deep*toned  and  solemn  character 
that  society  has  even  more  interest  in  preserving  it  than  the 
parties  themselves.  80  it  has  been  deemed  in  all  societies,  civilised 
and  not  corrupt,  in  all  ages."  {Dickson  v.  Dickeon^  1  Yerg.  JR. 
110, 112.)  So  also  in  a  case  in  the  State  of  Delaware,  the  court 
remarked ;  **  The  marriage  contract  is  one  of  a  peculiar  character, 
and  subject  to  peculiar  principles.  It  may  be  entered  into  by 
persons  who  are  capable  of  forming  any  other  lawful  contract ;  it 
can  be  violated  and  annulled  by  law,  which  po  other  contract  can; 
it  cannot  be  determined  by  the  will  of  the  parties,  as  any  other 
contract  may  be ;  and  its  rights  and  obligations  are  derived  rather 
from  the  law  relating  to  it,  than  from  the  contract  itself."  {Toton- 
send  v.  Qriffin^  4  Harring,  R.  440,  442.)  And  in  a  late  case  in 
the  State  of  Rhode  Island,  Chief  Justice  Ames  observed :  "  Mwr- 
rictge^  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  dealt  Mrith  by  a  decree  of  divorce,' 
is  not  a  contract,  but  one  of  the  domestic  relations.  In  strictness,' 
thongh  formed  l)y  contract,  it  signifies  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife,  deriving  both  its  rights  and  duties  from  a  source  higher  than 
any  contract  •f  which  the  j^arties  are  capable,  and  as  to  those, 
uncontrollable  by  any  contract  which  they  can  make.  When 
formed,  this  relation  is  no  more  a  contract  than  a  *  fatherhood '  or 
^sonship'  is  a  contract.  It  is  no  more  a  contract  than  serfdom, 
slavery  and  apprenticeship  are  contracts;  the  latter  of  which  it' 
resembles  in  this,  that  it  is  formed  by  contract.  To  this  relation 
there  are  two  parties,  as  to  the  others ;  two  or  more  interested, 
without  doubt,  in  the  existence  of  the  relation,  and  so  interested 
in  its  dissolution.  These  parties  are  placed  by  the  relation  in  a 
certain  relative  state  or  condition  under  the  law,  as  are  parents 
and  children,  masters  and  servants ;  and  as  every  nation  or  state 
has  an  exclusive  sovereignty  and  jurisdiction  within  its  own 
territory,  so  it  has  exclusively  the  right  to  determine  the  domestic 
and  social  condition  of  the  persons  domiciled  within  that  territory. 
It  may,  except  so  far  as  checked  by  constitution  or  treaty,  create  by 
law  new  rights  in,  or  impose  new  duties  upon,  the  parties  to  these 
relations,  or  lessen  both  rights  and  duties,' or  abrogate  them^  and  so 
the  Ugal  obligation  of  the  relation  which  involves  them,  altogether. 
This  it  may  do,  with  the  exception  above  stated,  as  to  some 
relations,  by  law^  when  it  wills,  declaring  that  the  legal  relation  of 
master  and  slave,  for  instance,  shall  cease  to  exist  within  its 

102 
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jurisdiction ;  or  for  vfhsX  cause  or  breaches  of  duty  in  the  relation, 
this  or  the  legal  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  or  of  parent  and 
child,  may  be  restricted  in  its  rights  and  duties,  or  altogether  dis- 
solved, through  the  judicial  intervention  of  the  courts."  {DUson 
V.  DiUon,  4  E.  I.  JR.  87,  101, 102.) 

But  in  a  recent  case  in  Pennsylvania,  the  statement  of  an 
auditor  was  sanctioned  by  the  court,  when  he  observed :  ^^  In  this 
commonwealth  marriage,  in  its  legal  aspect,  is,  emphatically,  a 
civil  contract,  and  nothing  more.  The  precepts  of  religion  and 
morality  may  add  to  its  solenmity,  but  they  have  nothing  to  do 
with  its  civil  obligations.  Even  the  restrictions  arising  from  con- 
sanguinity, or  from  a  prior  existing  engagement  of  the  aame 
nature,  or  from  other  incapacities  to  contract,  derive  their  validity 
from  the  enactments  which  follow  the  dictates  of  religion,  and  not 
from  those  dictates  themselves.  The  essence  of  the  engagement 
consists  in  a  consent,  freely  given,  by  parties  competent  at  the 
time  to  contract."  {Physick^a  estate^  4  Am.  Law  Beg.  [N.  &]  418, 
423,  482.     Vide  also  Hautz  v.  Sedy,  6  Binn.  B.  405.) 

§  621.  The  late  learned  surrogate  of  the  city  of  New  York 
said:  '  t 

■ 

^^  Though  marriage  is  a  ci^dl  contract,  it  differs  from  other  ocm- 
tracts,  in  being  also  a  civil  institution.  It  lies  at  the  very  basis  of 
society,  and  the  state  is  interested  in  its  regulation.  In  respect  to 
rights,  duties  and  obligations,  the  will  of  the  parties  is  not  supreme, 
but  is  subject  to  those  rules  of  social  and  moral  order  wliieh  the 
law  has  seen  fit  to  impose.  Thus  it  still  continues  to  subsist, 
though  one  of  the  parties  has  become  incapable  of  performing  his 
part  of  the  compact.  It  cannot  be  dissolved  by  mutual  consent 
In  cases  of  other  contracts  these  rules  would  be  esteemed  grc^y 
unjust ;  in  respect  to  marriage,  they  are  recommended  by  the 
highest  considerations  of  morals  and  humanity. 

'^  It  is  evident,  also,  that  the  relations  and  conduct  of  husband 
and  wife  are  of  such  concern  to  the  state  that  the  law  of  the  place 
where  they  reside  cannot  be  made  entirely  subservient  to  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made.  If  marriage  be  such  a 
contract  as  to  embody  in  it  all  the  laws  respecting  hnsband  and 
wife  existing  at  the  time  of  its  creation,  so  that  these  laws  are  part 
of  the  contract,  just  as  much  as  if  they  were  expressed  in  a  written 
agreement,  then  it  is  obvious  that  parties-  domiciled  and  married 
abroad  may  import  into  any  country  to  which  they  may  have 
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changed  their  domicile  laws  utterly  repugnant  to  its  social  policy 
and  institutions."    {EeUy  v.  McCartny^  8  Brad.  R.  7,  .9,  10.) 

The  marriage  relation  is  sometimes  confounded  with  the  corir 
trdct  under  which  the  relation  is  entered  into,  and,  perhaps,  none 
of  the  definitions  given  are  entirely  free  from  metaphysical  object- 
ions. More  accurately  speaking,  perhaps,  marriage  may  be  defined 
to  be  a  civil  status  existing  between  one  man  and  one  woman, 
l^ally  united  for  life,  for  those  civil  and  social  purposes  which  are 
based  upon  the  distinctions  of  sex.  The  parties  enter  into  the  con- 
tract of  marriage,  but  when  the  contract  is  consummated  by  the 
conjugal  union,  all  the  rights,  obligations  and  duties  arising  from 
the  institution  are  regulated  by  law.  Marriage  is  not  a  contract 
which  receives  its  entire  character,  force  and  construction  from  the 
laws  operating  upon  the  parties  at  the  time  of  its  celebration.  It 
is  rather  a  continuing  contract,  and  one  whose  duties  and  obliga- 
tions,  as  well  as  the  subsisting  rights  resulting  from  it,  are  as  much 
ambulatory,  almost,  as  a  vdll.  It  is  not  only  executory,  but  con- 
tinuing, and  subject  to  modification,  from  time  to  time,  by  the 
general  legislation  of  the  states,  as  to  its  rights  and  duties,  and, 
therefore,  not  t  within  the  constitutional  provision  against  laws 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  (3  American  Zaw  Reg, 
[iT.  /SI]  196,  referring  to  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodn/oard^  4 
Wheat.  R.  528.) 

But  the  statutes  of  the  state  sometimes  declare  the  rule  upon  the' 
subject.  Thus,  by  the  laws  of  New  York,  it  is  enacted  that 
"marriage,  so  far  as  its  validity  is  concerned,  shAll  continue  in  the 
state  a  civil  contract,  to  which  the  consent  of  the  parties,  capable 
in  law  of  contracting,  shall  be  essential."  (2  R  S.  pa/rt  2,  ch.  8, 
ttt.  1,  §  1.  2  Stat,  at  Large^  144.  Tide  also  Clayton.y.  WardeUj  4 
iT.  Y.  R.  230.) 

The  marriage  relation,  when  entered  into,  may  be  more  accu- 
rately defined  by  the  term  ^^etati^  of  marriage^^  than  by  the 
phrase  "  contract  of  marriage ; "  nevertheless,  this  stattis  is  con- 
stituted by  a  contract,  and  the  law  allows  the  parties  to  regulate  it 
in  many  important  respects  by  an  antenuptial  agreement.  So, 
after  all,  the  institution  of  marriage  may  be  regarded,  as  the  law 
regards  it,  as  exclusively  a  civil  contract.  The  holiness  of  the 
matrimonial  state  is  left  entirely  to  the  ecclesiastical  law;  the 
temporal  courts  never  having  jurisdiction  to  consider  unlawful 
marriage  as  a  sin,  but  merely  as  a  civil  inconvenience. 
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§  622.  What  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  complete  and  valid 
marriage,  is  a  question  which  for  a  long  time  remained  in  a  state 
of  singular  uncertainty,  if  it  can  be  regarded  as  definitely  settled  at 
the  present  day.  The  question,  whether  the  ceremonies  and  forma, 
or  any  of  them,  which  are  indicated  by  law  or  are  customarily 
used  for  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage,  are  indispensable  to  the 
validity  of  the  marriage,  or  not,  has  received  much  discussion  in 
the  courts,  both  in  England  and  America,  and  the  decisions  hare 
been  far  from  unanhnous  on  the  subject.  Sometimes  it  has  been 
held  that  the  marriage  is  sot  full  and  complete  without  both  the 
civil  and  the  religious  ceremony,  and  at  others  that  the  mere  eon- 
sent  of  the  parties  is  sufficient ;  although  it  hair  been  doubted 
whether  a  single  case  can  be  found,  in  England  or  in  tliis  country, 
where  the  widow  has  been  allowed  her  dower,  or  a  child  his  inherit* 
ance,  when  the  validity  of  the  marriage  rested  on  nothing  but  the 
consent  of  the  parties.  The  matter  is  of  sufficient  interest  to  war- 
r^it  a  moment's  examination  to  ascertain  which  way  the  authorities 
bear,  if  they  do  not  substantially  settle  the  question. 

It  is  generally  understood  that,  by  the  ancient  common  law  of 
England,  marriage  being  regarded  as  a  sacrament,  must,  to  be 
valid,  have  bisen  celebrated  in  facie  ecdeMB.  But  sinoe  the 
Beformation,  it  has  been  regarded  as  a  civil  contract.  That  mau> 
riage  might  be  validly  contracted  by  mutual  promises  alone,  or 
what  were  called  gponsalia  de  prmeniij  without  the  presence  or 
benediction  of  a  priest,  was  an  established  principle  of  civil  and 
canon  law  antecedent  to  the  council  of  Trent.  {Dalrymple  v. 
l)dlrympU^  2  Hagga^d^%  Ooneistory  R, .  54.)  Whetlier  such  a 
marriage  was  sufficient  by  the  common  law  of  England  previous 
to  the  marriage  act,  has  been  disputed  of  late  years  in  that  king- 
dom.    {The  Queen  v.  Millisj  10  Olark  dk  Fin.  R.  534.) 

§  623.  Previous  to  the  marriage  act,  so  called,  of  26  Geoi^  II, 
the  legal  validity  of  marriages  depended  upon  the  doctrines  of  the 
ecclesiastical  courts.  Some  former  statutes  had  inflicted  penalties 
upon  parties  concerned  in  the  celebration  of  clandestine  marrii^es, 
but  without  venturing  to  control  the  rules  which  the  clmrdi  had 
established  with  reference  to  their  validity.  An  opinion  was  com- 
monly entertained  that  matrimony  ordained,  and  regulated  by  the 
divine  law,  was  not  to-be  treated  as  a  human  institution,  and  was 
not  a  proper  subject  for  the  interference  of  tlie  civil  legislature. 
This  opinion  formed  one  of  the  principal  grounds  upon  which  the 
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new  principle  of  nidlity  of  marriagei  introdneed  by  the  marriage 
act,  was  opposed. 

That  statute  also  effected  another  important  alteration  in  the 
law  of  marriage  by  the  clause  enacting  that  no  suit  or  proceeding 
should  be  had  in  any  ecclesiastical  court,  to  compel  a  celebration 
of  marriage  m  fade  ecdesicBy  by  reason  of  any  contract  of  matri- 
mony, whether  j>er  verba  de  prcBsenH  or  per  verba  de  futuro. 
Before  the  passing  of  this  statute,  the  spiritual  courts  possessed  the 
power  of  securing  the  performance  of  a  contract  qf  matrimony ; 
and,  as  such  was  thus  capable  of  being  enforced,  it  had  for  some 
purposes  the  effect  of  marriage* 

In  later  times  the  attention  of  the  courts  baa  seldom  been  called 
to  the  distinctions  which  previously  prevailed  upon  this  subject, 
and  expressions  have  sometimes  been  used,  which  seem  to  imply 
an  opinion  that  a  matrimonial  contract,  unattended  with  any 
religious  ceremony,  was  before  the  alteration  of  the  law  equiv- 
alent to  a  marriage  legally  solemnized.  Matrimonial  contracts 
or  spousals  were  divided  into  contracts  per  verba  de  fv,imro^  and 
oontracte  per  verba  de  prweenii ;  and  contracts  of  the  former 
description,  when  followed  by  carnal  intercourse,  were  commonly 
considered  equivalent  in  legal  effect  to  contracts  per  verba  de 
prisaenti.  Contracts  per  verba  de  futuroy  without  consummation, 
might  be  released  by  mutual  consent ;  and  the  spiritual,  courts  had 
not  the  power  of  effectually  enforcing  them.  But  a  present  con- 
tract or  a  future  contract  cimi  copula^  could  be  carried  into  effect 
by  those  courts.  It  would  appear,  however,  that  the  doctrine  was 
settled  from  a  very  early  period,  that,  until  the  contract  of  marriage 
was  sanctioned  by  a  religions  ceremony  performed  by  a  person  in 
holy  orders,  it  was  incomplete;  that  it  did  not  constitute  lawful 
matrimony,  and  that  it  did  not  confer  the  civil  rights  incident  to 
tliat  state. 

§  624.  At  one  period,  it  was  held  that  a  scrupulous  observance 
of  the  prescribed  forms  in  the  solemnization  of  matrimony  was  essen- 
tial to  the  validity  of  the  marriage.  In  one  case,  the  marriage  was 
by  a  priest,  but  a  ring  was  not  used  according  to  the  book  of  com- 
mon prayer.  It  was  doubted  whether  this  informality  might  not 
vitiate  the  marriage,  and  a  case  was  ordered  to  be  made  upon  the 
point;  but  the  chief  justice,  Pemberton,  inclined  to  think  it  a  good 
marriage,  there  being  words  of  contract,  de  prcBsenii  repeated  after 
a  parson  in  orders.    (  Weld  v.  Ohamberlayney  2  Shaw,  H.  800.) 


814  LAW  OF  COVEBTURS. 

In  another  case,  on  a  motion  in  arreBt  of  judgment  in  an  actioD 
by  a  woman  for  a  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  Yanghan's 
opinion  was  against  the  plaintiff;  and  one  of  his  reasons  was,  that 
a  priest  was  requisite  to  the  marriage,  and  tliat  she  ought,  there- 
fore, to  have  averred  in  the  declaration,  ^'  quod  obtulU  «0,  in  the 
presence  of  a  parson."  The  other  judges  differed  from  Yaug^ian, 
not  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  intervention  of  a  priest,  bat  as  to  the 
necessity  of  introducing  such  an  allegation  into  the  dedaration. 
(Holder  v.  DjfJdnson^  1  Freem.  B,  95.) 

The  judgment  of  Sir  E.  Simpson,  in  a  case  relative  to  the  vaEd- 
ity  of  a  marriage  celebrated  abroad,  which  occurred  sh<Hlly  befote 
the  marriage  act,  illustrates  the  doctrine  at  that  time  adopted  by 
the  ecclesiastical  courts.  The  marriage  had  been  solemnized  by 
a  Boinan  Catholic  priest  according  to  the  Boman  ritnaL  The 
learned  judge  doubted  whether  even  this  species  of  marriage  would 
be  deemed  perfect  if  it  had  taken  place  in  England.  He  said  that, 
^'  as  a  priest  popishly  ordained  is  allowed  to  be  a  l^al  presbyter,  it 
is  generally  said  that  a  marriage  by  a  popish  priest  is  good ;  and 
it  is  true,  where  it  is  celebrated  after  the  English  ritual,  for  he  k 
allowed  to  be  a  priest ;  but  upon  what  foundation  a  marriage  after 
the  popish  *  ritual  can  be  deemed  a  legal  marriage  is  hard  to  say. 
Indeed,  the  canon  law  received  here  calls  an  absolute  contract 
i^mtm  m^rimonium,  and  will  enforce  solemnization  aooording  to 
English  rites ;  and  that  contract  or  ipsum  matrimonium  does  not 
convey  a  legal  right  to  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  though  an 
English  priest  had  intervened,  if  it  were  otherwise  than  aooording 
to  the  English  ritual.  Upon  what  reason  or  foundation  then  should 
a  contract  of  marriage,  entered  into  by  the  intervention  of  a  popish 
priest,  not  in  the  form  prescribed  by  law,  be  deemed  a  legal  mar^ 
riage  in  this  country,  more  than  any  other  contract  that  is  consid- 
ered by  the  canon  law  as  ipaum  matH7ru)nium  ?  *  *  *  I 
apprehend,  unless  persons  in  England  are  married  according  to  the 
rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  priv- 
ileges  attending  legal  marriages."  {Scri/mshire  v.  Serimihire^  2 
Hagg.  R.  395.)  But,  in  a  case  which  occurred  before  Lord  Stow- 
ell  in  the  year  1820,  his  lordship  observed  that  it  was  a  generally 
accredited  opinion  that,  if  a  marriage  was  had.  by  the  ministration 
of  a  parson  in  the  church  who  was  ostensibly  in  holy  orders,  and 
was  not  known  by  the  parties  to  be  otherwise,  such  marriage  should 
be  supported ;  parties  who  come  to  be  married  were  not  expected 


TBE  INaTITUTlON  OF  XARRIAaS.  815 

to  ask  for  a  sight  of  tlie  miniBter's  letters  of  orders ;  and,  if  they 
saw  them,  they  oould  not  be  expected  to  inquire  into  their  authen- 
ticity.   {HawJce  v.  Cbrri,  2  Hogg.  JS.  280.) 

§  625.  The  statute  formerly  in  force  in  England  declared  that  if 
any  person  should  knowingly  and  willfully  marry  in  any  other  place 
than  a  church,  or  such  public  chapel  wherein  bans  may  be  law- 
fully published,  except  by  special  license,  or  should  knowingly  and 
willftdly  intermarry  without  due  publication  of  bans,  or  license 
firom  a  person  having  authority  to  grant  the  same,  or  should  know- 
ingly and  willfully  consent  to  or  acquiesce  in  the  solexnnization  of 
such  marriage  by  any  person  not  being  in  holy  orders,  the  mar- 
riage of  such  persons  should  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes.  (4  Oeo.  IVj  ch,  76.)  But  by  a  later  statute  now  in  force, 
the  intervention  of  a  person  in  orders  is  not  necessary,  and  valid  , 
marriages  may  be  solemnized  in  a  building  duly  registered,  instead 
of  a  church,  and  with  the  certificate  required  by  the  act,  instead  of 
bans  or  license.  (6  and  7  William  IV,  ch.  85.)  However,  if 
any  parties  shall  knowingly  and  willfully  marry,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  latter  act,  in  any  other  place  than  the  church,  chapel, 
registered  building,  or  office,  specified  in  the  notice  to  be  given 
nnder  the  act,  or  without  due  notice,  or  certificate,  or  license 
when  necessary,  or  in  the  absence  of  a  registrar  or  superintendent 
registrar, -when  required,  the  marriage  is  declared  null  and  void. 
(6  and  7  William  IV,  ch.  86,  §  39.) 

In  the  great  case  recently  decided  in  the  house  of  lords  on  an 
appeal  irom  Ireland,  after  a  profound  investigation  of  the  question 
of  m|trriage  at  the  common  law,  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
twelve  judges  of  England,  first  given,  that  a  marriage  of  members 
of  the  Church  of  England,  not  solemnized  according  to  the  rites  of 
the  Church  of  England,  was  not  a  legal,  valid  marriage  at  common 
law  to  give  the  wife  a  right  qf  dower,  or  for  any  purpose  except  to 
charge  the  parties  civilly,  was  sustained  by  the  most  profound 
learning  and  discrimination  in  the  opinions  subsequently  pro- 
nounced on  the  same  side  of  the  question  by  Lord  Ch.  Baron 
Abinger,  Lord  Chancellor  Lyndhurst  and  Lord  Cottenham. 

In  the  very  clear  and  logical  opinion  of  Lord  Cottenham,  the 
following  propositions  were  distinctly  announced  and  proved: 
First,  that  a  contract  per  verba  de  prasaenti  did  not  give  to  the 
woman  the  right  of  a  wife  in  respect  to  dower ;  second,  that  such 
a  contract  did  not  give  to  the  man  the  right  of  a  husband  in  the 
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property  of  the  woman ;  third,  that  such  a  contract  between  a  mu 
and  a  woman  did  not  confer  npon  their  isBue  the  right  of  legiti- 
macj ;  fourth,  that  a  contract  of  marriage  per  verba  de  jprcBeenH 
did  not  impose  upon  a  woman  the  incapacities  of  covertore ;  fifth, 
that  a  contract  of  marriage  jper  verba  de  praseenU  did  not  make 
the  marriage  of  one  of  the  parties,  while  the  other  was  liring,  with 
a  third  person  void.  Until  a  sentence  of  nullity  was  pronounced 
by  the  spiritual  court,  on  the  canonical  ground  oi  pre  eontrad^ 
said  second  marriage,  in  th^  face  of  the  churph,  or  by  a  person  iu 
holy  orders,'  privately  celebrated,  was  legal  and  valid  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  whatever. 

Tliis  view  was  concurred  in  by  Lord  Chancellor  Lyndhurst  and 
Lord  Abinger ;  but,  on  the  contrary.  Lord  Brougham,  Lord  Den* 
man,  Ch.  J.,  and  Lord  Campbell,  declared  themselves  in  &vor 
of  the  marriage,  and  each  gave  their  opinions  at  great  loigth. 
(The  Queen  v.  MiUiSj  10  Clark  &  FineUy'e  E.  875.)  So  the 
question  was  not  dejlmtdy  settled  whether  a  marriage  per  venia 
de  prmeerUi — "  by  words  of  the  present  time,"  in  the  presence  of 
witnesses  only,  is  a  valid  marriage  under  the  Engli^  laws;  the 
better  opinion,  however,  is  adverse  to  such  a  marriage.  (  Vid» 
Caiherwood  v.  Cadon^  18  Mees.  cfe  Wels.  H.  201.) 

In  a  case  decided  in  the  high  court  of  chancery,  in  1840,  it  was 
held  that  where  a  marriage  between  a  British  subjeet  domiciled  in 
England,  and  a  female  ward  of  court,  was  celebrated  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  British  consul,  and  in  the  English  church  at  Antwerp, 
by  a  clei^yman  of  the  Church  of  England,  who  had  been  appcanted 
chaplain  to  the  church,  and  was  paid  by  the  British  government, 
it  was  invalid,  because  certain  ceremonies  prescribed  by  the  law 
of  Belgium  had  not  been  observed.  {Kent  v.  JSttrffeee^  11  Sim. 
B.  361.    S.  a  34  Eng.  CK  R.  361.) 

§  626.  On  the  continent  of  Europe,  clandestine  'marriages,  and 
marriages  contracted  by  mutual  promises  alone,  or  what  were 
called  sponsalia  de  prcBsentiy  without  the  presence  or  benediction 
of  a  priest,  although  they  subjected  the  parties  to  the  o^sures  of 
the  church,  were  not  only  held  valid  by  the  civil  and  the  canon 
law,  but  were  pronounced  by  the  council  of  Trent  to  be  "  vera 
matrimonia.^^  But  a  different  rule  was  established  for  the  future 
by  that  council,  in  their  decree  of  the  11th  of  Kovember,  1563. 
This  decree  makes  null  and  void  every  marriage  not  celebrated 
before  the  parish  or  other  priest,  or  by  license  of  the  ordinary,  and 
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before  two  or  three  witnesses.  But  it  was  not  within  the  power  of 
an  ecclesiastical  decree,  propno  mgore^  to  affect  the  status  or  civil 
relations  of  persons.  This  could  only  be  effected  by  the  supreme 
civil  power.  The  church  might  punish  by  her  censures  those  who 
disregarded  her  ordinances,  but  until  the  decree  of  council  was 
adopted  and  coniinned  by  the  civil  power,  the  oifspring  of  a  clan- 
destine marriage,  which  was  eccltoiastically  void,  would  be  held  as 
canonically  legitimate.  In  France  the  decree  of  the  council  was 
not  promulgated,  but  a  more  stringent  system  of  law  was  estab- 
lished by  the  ordinance  de  Blois,  and  others  which  followed  it.  In 
Spain  it  was  received  and  promulgated  by  Philip  the  Second  in  his 
European  dominions.  This  is  the  understanding  of  Mr.  Justice 
Grier,  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  as  collected  from 
the  British  Consistory  Reports,  where  all  the  learning  upon  the  sub- 
ject is  collected.  ( Vide  IlalleU  v.  Collins^  10  Howa/rcPa  U.  S.  £. 
174,  181.    DcUrymple  v.  Dalrt/mple,  2  Jlag.  H,  54.) 

In  order  to  constitute  a  valid  marriage  in  the  Spanish  colonies, 
all  that  was  necessary  was  that  there  should  be  consent  joined  with 
the  will  to  marry.  The  decree  of  the  council  of  Trent  requiring 
that  marriage  should  be  celebrated  before  the  parish  or  other  priest, 
or  license  of  the  ordinary,  and  before  two  or  three  witnesses,  was 
never  extended  by  the  king  of  Spain  to  the  colonies ;  and  there- 
fore the  rule  established  by  the  parties  above  mentioned  was  per- 
mitted to  remain  unchanged.     {HalleU  v.  Collins^  supra,) 

§627.  Perhaps  the  question  whether  a  marriage  by  consent  or 
contract  merely  is  valid  in  the  United  States,  may  be  considered 
as  yet  unsettled.  Chancellor  Kent  laid  down  the  rule,  that  if  the 
contract  of  marriage  be  made  per  verba  prcBsentij  and  remains 
without  cohabitation,  or  if  made  per  verba  de  future^  and  be  fol- 
lowed by  consummation,  it  amonnts  to  a  valid  marriage  in  the 
absence  of  all  civil  regulations  to  the  contrary,  and  that  the  mar- 
riage in  such  case  is  equally  binding  as  if  made  in  facie  ecdesice; 
in  a  word,  that  there  is  no  recognition  of  any  ecclesiastical  authority 
in  forming  the  connection,  and  that  marria^  here  is  considered 
entirely  in  the  light  of  a  civil  contract.  (2  Kenfa  Com.  87.)  And 
Chancellor  Walworth,  while  he  admitted  that,  by  the  ancient  com- 
mon law  of  England,  a  marriage  was  invalid  unless  it  was  cele- 
brated infa>cie  eccleeice^  thought  the  law  on  the  subject  was  unques- 
tionably changed  at  the  Reformation,  if  not  before;  and  unquali- 
fiedly asserted  that  "  it  is  now  a  settled  rule  of  the  common  law 
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which  was  brought  into  this  state  by  its  first  English  settlers,  and 
whicli  was  probably  the  same  among  the  ancient  protestant  Dutch 
inhabitants,  that  any  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties  to  be 
husband  and  wife  in  presently  especially  when  it  is  followed  by 
cohabitation,  constitutes  a  valid  and  binding  marriage ;  if  there  la 
no  legal  disability  on  the  part  of  either  to  contract  matrimony." 
{Hose  V.  Clark,  8  Paige's  Ch.  R.  574,  680.)  Chancellor  K«it 
said:  **The  only  doubt  entertained  by  the  common  law  was, 
whether  cohabitation  was  also  necessary  to  give  validity  to  die  con- 
tract. It  is  not  necessary  that  a  clergyman  should  be  present  to 
give  validity  to  the  marriage,  though  it  is  doubtless  a  very  becom- 
ing practice,  and  suitable  to  the  solemnity  of  the  occasion.  The 
consent  of  the  parties  may  be  declared  before  a  magistrate,  or 
simply  before  witnesses,  or  subsequently  confessed  or  acknowl- 
edged."   (2  Ken£B  Oom.  87.) 

The  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York  declared  that 
the  maxim  of  the  civil  law,  nuptias  non  eoncvbitas  sed  ednsenmts 
facit  {Dig.  Laws  50,  tit.  1 7,  §  30),  or  one  of  the  same  import,  has 
ever  been  regarded  in  courts  of  common  law  as  a  good  definition 
of  marriage ;  excepting  to  the  expression  in  Wood's  Institutes  of 
the  Laws  of  England,  that  '^  marriage  or  matrimony  is  an  espousal 
de  pr(Bsentij  and  a  conjunction  of  man  and  woman  in  a  constant 
society."    {Jackson  v.   Winney  7  Wend,  JS,  47,  60.) 

But  this  question  came  up  before  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  in  1850,  on  error  from  the  circuit  court  in  Sonth 
Carolina,  and  the  judges  were  equally  divided  upon  it,  and  gave  no 
opinion.  Cliief  Justice  Taney  observed:  "The  question  has,  of 
course,  no  concern  with  the  nature  and  character  of  the  union 
of  man  and  wife,  in  a  religious  point  of  view.  But  regarding  it  (as 
a  court  of  justice  must  do)  merely  as  a  civil  contract,  and  deciding 
in  what  form  it  ought  to  have  been  celebrated  in  order  to  give  Ae 
parties  the  legal  rights  of  property  which  belong  to  the  husband 
or  the  wife,  and  to  render  the  issue  legitimate,  the  circuit  court 
lield,  and  so  instructed  the  jury,  that,  if  they  believed  that,  before 
any  sexual  connection  between  the  parties,  they,  in  the  presence 
of  the  family  and  friends,  agreed  to  marry,  and  did  afterward 
live  together  as  man  and  wife,  the  tie  was  indissoluble  even  bv 
mutual  consent,  and  that  if  the  contract  be  made  per  veria  de 
prcBsenti  and  remains  without  cohabitation,  or  if  made  per  ver\a 
defuturo  and  be  followed  by  consummation,  it  amounts  to  a  valid 
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marriage,  and  which  the  parties  (being  competent  as  to  age  and 
oonseut)  cannot  dissolve ;  and  that  it  is  equally  binding  as  if  made 
in  facie  ecdesim.  Upon  the  point  thus  decided,  tliis  conrt  is 
equally  divided  ;  and  no  opinion  can  therefore  be  given."  {JeweWs 
Leasee  v.  JeweU,  1  How.  R.  219,  233,  234.)  The  late  Surrogate 
Bradford  laid  down  the  rule,  that  "marriage  in  its  origin  is  a 
contract  of  natural  law,  and  in  a  civil  society  is  a  civic  contract, 
requiring  no  form  or  ceremony  unless  imposed  by  the  local  law, 
and  hence  when  the  law  directs  the  ceremony  to  be  conducted  in  a 
prescribed  manner,  a  failure  to  comply  with  such  forms  does  not 
aifect  tlie  validity  of  the  contract  unless  such  effect  be  expressly 
directed  by  statute."  {Jperrie  v.  27ie  Public  Adminietroitor,^  3 
Brad.E.  151,169,170.) 

The  late  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  in  a  case  before  the  supreme 
judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  observed :  "  Marriage  being  essen- 
tial to  the  peace  and  harmony  and  to  the  virtues  and  improvements 
of  civil  society,  it  has  been,  in  all  well  regulated  governments, 
among  the  first  attentions  of  the  civil  magistrate  to  regulate  mar- 
riages, by  defining  the  characters  and  relations  of  parties  who  may 
marry,  so  as  to  prevent  a  conflict  of  duties,  and  to  preserve  the 
purity  of  families ;  by  describing  the  solemnities  by  which  the  con* 
tract  shall  be  executed,  so  as  to  guard  against  fraud,  surprise  and 
seduction  ;  by  annexing  civil  rights  to  the  parties  and  their  issue, 
to  encourage  marriage,  and  to  discoimtenance  wanton  and  lascivious 
cohabitation,  which,  if  not  checked,  is  followed  by  prostration  of 
morals  and  a  dissolution  of  manners ;  and  by  declaring  the  causes 
and  the  judicature  for  rescinding  the  contract,  when  the  conduct 
of  either  party  and  the  interests  of  the  state  authorize  a  dissolution. 
A  marriage  contracted  l)y  parties  authorized  by  law  to  contract, 
and  solemnized  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law,  is  a  lawful  mar- 
riage ;  and  to  no  other  marriages  are  incident  the  rights  and 
privileges  secured  to  husband  and  wife  and  to  the  issue  of  the 
marriage."    {MUford  v.  Worcester^  7  Mass.  Ji.  48,  52,  53.) 

§  G23.  An  article  has  been  lately  prepared  in  the  ofiice  of  the  attor- 
ney-general of  the  United  States,  for  the  use  of  one  of  the  foreign 
ministers,  and  published  in  the  American  Law  Eegister,  discussing 
at  great  length  the  laws  regulating  the  forms  of  iparriage'  in  the 
United  States ;  and  it  is  thought  that  no  better  service  can  be  ren- 
dered the  profession  than  by  giving  the  substance  of  some  of  the 
statements  contained  in  this  article. 
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It  is  affirmed  that  marriage  in  the  United  States  is  not  a  federal 
question,  but  one  over  which  the  states  and  territories  have  oontrol, 
under  civil  regulations  immemorially  understood,  or  through  special 
legislation.  The  solemnization  of  this  civil  contract  was  a  cardinal 
idea  with  primitive  colonists  along  the  entire  coast-country  of 
America,  and,  according  to  the  respective  creeds  of  each  body  of 
settlers,  regular  ministers  and  priests  were  chosen  to  remain  perma- 
nently in  the  exercise  of  their  holy  office.  The  earliest  traditions 
and  records  alike  prove  that  such  ministers  and  priests  claimed  the 
marriage  ceremony  as  a  peculiar  right.  An  act  of  parliament, 
passed  in  the  time  of  the  commonwealth,  on  the  16th  of  August, 
1653,  authorized  justices  of  the  peace  to  marry.  And  this  addi- 
tional form,  adopted  in  the  English  West  India  islands  and  the 
colonies,  under  the  common  law,  as  well  calculated  to  enforce 
decorum  and  order,  has  continued  from  the  first  settlement  to  the 
present  time  in  many  of  the  states  and  territories.  With  a  fixed 
religious  idea,  making  some  church  ceremony  preferable,  j^nblic 
sentiment  was  modified  under  the  influence  of  this  act ;  but  tliere 
has  been  no  period  of  time  in  this  country  when  loose  admissions 
of  parties,  exbluding  all  special  form,  could  have  reduced  the  rule 
of  marriage  to  the  low  standard  of  the  Scotch  law. 

It  has  not. been  long  since  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  was  equally  divided  on  a  question  of  marriage  law,  arising 
under  the  laws  of  South  Carolina  and  Georgia,  and  no  opinion 
could  consequently  be  given  in  regard  to  the  necessity  of  a  cere- 
monial as  essential  to  a  valid  marriage.  Bishop,  a  recent  text 
writer  on  mamage  law,  has  misstated  the  law  of  Maryland,  though 
his  view  had  the  advantage  of  a  very  recent  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice 
Giles,  in  the  United  States  district  court  of  that  state.  It  had 
been  previously  maintained  in  Maryland,  by  Chancellor  Bland, 
that  no  marriage  could  be  legal  there  without  the  intervention  of 
a  religious  form,  or  the  blessing  of  some  clergyman.  The  Mary- 
land case  is  about  to  be  brought  before  the  supreme  court  of  tlie 
United  States  on  appeal,  and  this  high  tribunal  may  thus  decide 
what  constitutes  marriage. 

There  is  no  state  or  territory  in  the  United  States  without  some 
form  of  marriage  legislation,  either  statutory  or  under  established 
usage;  and  it  hns  l)een  shown  that  casual  assemblages  are  far 
removed  from  the  religious  associations  incorporated  by  law.  The 
churches  iiito  wliicli  the  Christian  world  had  been  subdivided  at  the 
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period  of  the  settlement  had  fall  rights  according  to  their  respect- 
ive  creeds,  and  nothing  better  attests  tlie  reverence  for  this  sacred 
obligation,  under  the  marriage  contract,  than  the  unequivocal 
sentiment  of  disgust  pervading  all  sorts  of  people  everywhere  at 
the  attempted  introduction  of  polygamy  into  Utah,  a  remote 
wilderaess,  to  which  the  Mormons  had  been  forced  solely  on 
account  of  this  obnoxious  doctrine,  in  defiance  of  morals,  and 
against  common  law. 

There  has  been  a  growing  sentiment  that  a  mere  agreement 
between  parties,  properly  witnessed,  would  make  a  valid  marriage. 
It  is  a  Texed  question  in  manj'  states  of  the  union,  needing  further 
adjudication ;  and  yet  marriage  in  the  colonies  of  America  was 
always  celebrated  by  a  clergyman,  or  before  a  magistrate.  Tliis 
question,  settled  in  England,  has  been  decided  on6  way  for  Scot- 
-land,  and  just  contrariwise  for  Ireland.  How  far  the  intervention 
of  some  special  form  for  solemnizing  it  is  essential  remains  an 
open  Question  in  Maine.  In  South  Carolina  the  supreme  court  has 
intimated  the  opinion  that  the  statutory  forms  must  be  6ti*ictly 
followed.  Marriage  in  Maryland  is  regulated  by  the  act  of  the 
general  assembly  of  1777,  recently  made  an  article  of  the  new 
Maryland  Code.  In  this  state  some  form>^  Christian  or  Jewish,  or 
the  blessing  of  some  accredited  minister,  is  absolutely  required*. 
What  constitutes  mai'riage,  in  iUdf^  is  altogether  different  from  the 
mere  proof  and  evidence  of  a  marriage.  It  may  be  inferred  from 
various  circumstances,  without  weakening  the  argument  in  favor 
of  needful  legal  forms  in  the  face  of  some  church,  or  before  some 
judicial  tribunal  in  the  United  States.  In  the  states  and  territorial 
goTernments,  the  religious  form  of  marriage  is  tlie  general  rule, 
being  imperative  in  some  of  the  states ;  and,  save  the  State  of  New 
York,  there  is  no  state  or  territory  in  which  some  special  form  has 
not  been  prescribed. 

In  England,  and  in  every  state  of  the  United  States,  the  greatest 
indulgence  has  been  conceded  to  the  Friends,  called  Quakers. 
Their  mode  maintains,  in  its  integrity,  the  order  of  marriage,  and 
secures  its  due  authentication.  Clandestineness  is  altogether  ex- 
cluded. The  marriage  must  be  in  the  face  of  a  congregation,  duly 
assembled,  and  the  mntual  promise  of  the  man  and  woman  is 
attested  by  those  present.  Marriage  in  the  Boman  Catholic 
Church,  since  the  twenty-fourth  session  of  the  council  of  Trent, 
has  been  regarded  as  a  sacrament,  and  the  Friends,  called  Quakers, 
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as  if  in  emulation,  while  denying  the  efficacy  of  all  forms,  Lave 
been  at  special  pains  to  hedge  the  marriage  ceremony  in  the  strict- 
est manner.  Their  example  has  not  been  without  its  salutary 
effect,  in  this  behalf,  with  other  denominations  of  Christians. 
Marriage  is  not  a  civil  contract  disjoined  at  the  option  of  parties 
from  all  religious  forms.    (3  Am.  Law  Reg.  \N.  /SI]  129-r44.) 

§  629.  The  legislation,'as  well  as  the  judicial  decisions,  of  the 
different  states  upon  the  subject  of  marriage,  present  many  of 
the  most  interesting  and  difficult  questions  in  the  law,  as  that 
yital  domestic  relation  may  be  said  to  lay  at  the  very  foundation 
of  civil  society.  Nothing  which  touches  either  its  formation  or 
dissolution  can  be  unimportant  in  any  well  governed  common- 
wealth, and,  therefore,  the  question  has  been  much  and  learnedly 
discussed  .  The  rule  laid  kown  in  New  York,  and  especially  the 
position  assumed  by  Chancellor  Kent,  that  **  the  consent  of  the 
parties  may  be  declared  before  a  rruigiatraie^  or  simply  before  wit- 
nesseSy  or  &uhseqttenUy  confessed  or  acknowledged^  or  the  marriage 
may  even  be  inferred  from  continual  cohabitation  and  reputation 
as  husband  and  wife,  except  in  civil  actions  for  adultery,  or  in 
public  prosecutions  for  bigamy  or  adultery,  when  actual  proof  of 
the  marriage  is  required,"  has  been  the  subject  of  considerable 
criticism  and  learned  examination.  Mr.  Lockwood,  in  one  of  his 
able  and  copious  notes  to  the  text  of  Bright's  treatise  on  the  law  of 
husband  and  wife,  examines  the  position  of  Chancellor  Kent,  and 
says :  "  From  that  part  of  the  foriegoirig  extract  in  italics  we  take 
leave  to  dissent,  without  quah'iication  or  reason,  so  far  as  the  law 
of  our  state  is  concerned.  "What  is  meant  by  *  actxial  proof  of  the 
marriage,'  in  the  closing  line,  is  not  very  clearly  expressed.  It 
probably  means  *  proof  of  an  actual  marriage,'  as  tliat  is  what  the 
law  requires  in  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  text.  In  support  of 
this  doctrine  that  such  a  marriage  before  witnesses  in  verba  de  prcs- 
sentiy  or  a  confession  or  acknowledgment,  would  ipsofacbo  make  a 
legal,  valid  marriage,  the  chancellor  cites  several  English  cases, 
worthy  of  being  examined,  as  also  a  multitude  of  Scotch  cases, 
which  we  do  most  heartily  abhor  and  repudiate.  Tlie  cases  cited 
from  Dow's  Parliamentary  Cases  are  Scotch  appeals  to  the  house 
of  lords,  and  only  decide  what  is  the  law  of  marriage  in  Scotland. 
Heaven  forbid  that  we  should  resort  to  that  officini  nuptiarum 
raptorum  to  ascertain  the  law  of  marriage  in  New  York !  But 
some  of  the  English  cases  cited  are  full  of  illustrations  of  the  very 
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opposite  doctrine  to  that  which  the  chancellor  has  laid  down  of  a 
marriage  by  calling  in  a  witness  to  the  sponaaUa^  or  a  subsequent 
confession  or  acknowledgment."  And  after  examining  critically, 
and  at  considerable  length,  a  large  number  of  the  English  and  some 
of  the  American  cases  involving  the  question,  and  referring  briefly 
to  the  authorities  as  to  the  validity  of  marriages  contracted  with- 
out the  legal  prerequisites  in  those  states  of  the  Union  where 
clergymen,  judges  and  justices  of  the  peace  have  the  power  of 
marrying  by  statute,  and  finding  those  decisions  somewhat  contra- 
dictory, Mr.  Lockwood  concludes :  "  The  weight  of  authority  seeiAs 
to  preponderate  in  favor  of  such  validity,  if  the  number  of  cases  be 
the  test.  But  whether  they  are  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale,  if 
strict  legal  principles  be  made  the  touchstone,  will  probably  remain 
a  vexed  question,  in  many  states  of  the  Union,  until  further  dis- 
cussions and  adjudications  have  taken  place  upon  the  subject." 
(1  BrigMa  Hua.  and  Wife^  10,  note  1.)  This  note  of  Mr.  Lock- 
wood's  was  written  in  1850,  since  which  time  several  new  authori- 
ties have  appeared  upon  the  subject,  and  yet  the  question  is  as 
much  unsettled  now,  perhaps,  as  it  was  then. 

§  630.  In  the  year  1851  a  very  important  case  came  before  the 
late  lamented  Surrogate  Bradford,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  involv- 
ing the  validity  of  a  marriage  contract,  and  he  gave  the  subject  a 
very  careful,  critical  and  elaborate  examination.  Among  other 
things,  he  observed :  "  Whether,  previous  to  the  English  marriage 
act  of  1754,  a  contract  of  msLvn^Lge^  per  verba  deprcBsenti  constituted 
a  legal  marriage  at  common  law,  or  whether  a  religious  ceremony 
or  public  solemnization  was  essential  to  its  validity,  is  a  question 
of  great  interest.  Mr.  Roper,  in  the  addenda  to  his  treatise  on 
husband  and  wife,  discussed  the  point  very  elaborately,  and  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that,  ^  according  to  the  law  administered  in  Eng- 
land before  the  marriage  act,  a  matrimonial  contract,  deprcBsentiy 
was  essentially  distinct  from  a  marriage  solemnized  by  a  person  in 
holy  orders ;  that  it  did  not  confer  on  the  woman  the  right  to 
dower,  or  the  man  the  right  to  the  woman's  property,  or  on  the 
issue  the  rights  of  legitimacy ;  and  that  it  did  not  render  a  subse- 
quent marriage  with  a  third  person  ipso  facto  void  at  law,  though 
it  formed  a  ground  for  .a  feentence  annulling  it,'  {Roper  on  Hice. 
and  Wife,  p.  474.)  In  Dumareshj  v.  Fishly  (3  MarshaWs  li.  368), 
the  same  view  was  taken  of  the  efiFect  of  a  mere  contract  by  present 
words,  in  the  able  opinion  of  Justice  Mills,  who  contended  that 
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such  a  marriage  was  not  sufficient  to  confer  upon  the  parties  the 
nsnal  rights  of  property.  The  majority  of  the  court,  howev^*, 
ruled  the  other  way.  *  *  *  This  subject  came  before  tiie 
supreme  court  of  this  state  at  an  early  period.  ♦  *  ♦  But 
there  is  not  a  solitary  case  in  our  books  where  the  marriage  was 
held  to  be  valid  unless  there  was  either  cohabitation  or  aolemniza- 
tion  before  a  magistrate  or  minister.  I  have  not  met  with  a 
decision  establishing  a  marriage  or  proof  of  a  private  contract, 
unconnected  with  either  previous  or  subsequent  cohabitation.  It 
is'  hot  to  be  denied,  however,  that  the  courts,  in  pronouncing  jadg< 
ment,  have  incid^tally  recognized  the  doctrine  that  no  formal 
8olemni2ati6n  of  marriage  is  requisite  by  the  common  law;  that  a 
marrii^  per  verba  de  proBsetUi  was  as  valid  as  if  made  in  facie 
eoelesim^  and  that  a  full,  free  and  mutual  consent  between  parties 
capable  of  contracting  is  sufficient  to  constitute  marriage,  though 
not  followed  by  cohabitation.  These  opinions  were  based  upon 
the  supposed  rule  of  the  common  law,  in  this  respect  conceived  to 
be  coincident  with  the  can<n  law  that,  as  stated  by  Poynter,  'a 
contract  per  verba  de  proRsenti^  that  is  to  say,  between  parties 
entering  into  a  present  agreement  to  become  husband  and  wife,  or 
a  promise  per  verba  de  future^  which  was  an  agreement  to  become 
husband  and  wife  at  some  future  time,  if  the  promise  were  followed 
by  consummation,  constituted  marriage  without  the  interventioa 
of  a  priest,  for  the  contract  ^>^  verba  deproBsenii  wias  held  to  be  a 
marriage  complete  in  substance,  but  deficient  in  ceremony;  and 
though  the  promise  j>^  verba  dejhituro^  of  itself,  was  incomplete 
in  both  points,  yet  the  cohabitation  of  the  parties,  after  exchanging 
the  mutual  promise,  implied  such  a  present  consent  at  the  time  of 
the  sexual  intercourse  as  to  complete  the  marriage  in  substance, 
and  give  it  equal  validity  with  the  contract  deprasseniiJ  {Poynter 
on  Marriage  and  Divorce^  p.  16.)  If  this  proposition  be  true  it 
maty  well  be  the  subject  of  anxiety  and  apprehension  that  a  con- 
tract of  such  infinite  consequence  to  the  order  and  well-being  of 
society,  and  the  security  of  the  rights  of  property,  has  been  left,  in 
regard  to  the  evidences  of  its  existence,  in  so  loose  and  uncertain 
condition.  The  policy  ought  seriously  to  be  considered  of  per- 
mitting the  formation  of  an  indissoluble  contract  of  the  most 
sacred  character,  the  certainty  of  which  lies  at  the  very  foundap 
tions  of  social  "^peace  and  virtue,  without  requiring  such  a  formal 
solemnization  as  may  secure  the  unequivocal  demonstration  of  the 
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marriage.  The  statutes  of  frands  and  of  wills  regulate  contracts 
and  transactions  of  much  inferior  moment  by  requiring  certain 
acta  to  be  performed  or  signified  in  a  certain  mode,  and  established 
by  certain  evidences ;  and  yet  the  matrimonial  contract  is  left,  as 
regards  the  proof  of  its  formation  or  existence,  ia  this  most  dan- 
gerous condition."  {Jaques  v.  The  Public  Administrator,  1  Brad, 
a.  499,  506-509.) 

§  631.  Mr.  Bishop  says :  "  There  was  a  time  when  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  race,  though  rude  and  uncultiyated  in  modern  chicanery, 
never  inflicted  the  disgrace  of  concubinage  on  a  woman  who  lived 
with  one  man,  and  one  man  only,  as  his  wife,  and  bore  him 
children,  unless  the  man  was  of  too  near  afiinity  or  consanguinity 
to  her,  or  unless  he  had  another  wife  to  whom  he  was  earlier  mar- 
ried. But  in  these  days  of  modem  refinement,  many  an  Anglo-- 
Saxon woman  learilk,  or  her  offspring  after  she  is  dead  learns,  that 
some  slip  in  the  form  of  marriage  has  made  her  a  sort  of  select 
strumpet,  and  has  made  her  children  bastards.  Men  who  like  to 
deceive  honest  women,  and  men  who  value  riches  in  a  wife,  or  a 
settlement,  more  than  they  value  true  marriage,  admire  this ;  and 
they  consider  the  Scotch  people,  who  do  not  like  it,  and  the  people 
of  some  of  our  states,  who  also  do  not  like  it,  to  be,  by  reason  of 
their  want  of  love  for  the  refinement,  almost  barbarians.  May 
barbarism,  if  this  is  such,  long  prevail  in  the  United  States."  (1 
Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce^  §  20.) 

But  the  principles  of  the  common  law  respecting  marriage  are 
few  and  simple.  It  requires  no  ceremony,  no  solemnization  by 
minister,  priest,  or  magistrate.  A  marriage  is  complete  where 
there  is  a  full,  free  and  mutual  consent  by  the  parties  capable  of 
contracting,  eyen  when  not  followed  by  cohabitation.  Such  was 
the  simplicity  of  the  law  throughout  Christendom  on  the  subject 
of  marriage,  that  before  the  time  of  Pope  Innocent  III,  who 
died  in  1216,  there  never  had  been  any  solemnization  of  mar- 
riage ;  but  the  man  went  to  the  house  inhabited  by  the  woman, 
and  led  her  away  to  his  own  house.  This  was  the  only  cere- 
mony then  used.  At  least  this  is  the  statement  of  Justice  Gierke 
of  the  New  York  supreme  court,  made  in  a  case  decided  in 
1857,  and  there  is  no  doubt  but  history,  and  the  principles 
of  the  New  York  decisions,  justify  the  position.  {CanjoUe  v. 
Ferrie,  ^Barbour's  R.  177,  184,  185.  Same  Case,  28  N.  T. 
jR.  90.) 
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It  may  be  stated,  that  by  a  recent  act  of  the  national  legislature^ 
it  i8  enacted  that  «  all  marriages  in  the  presence  of  any  consular 
officer  in  a  foreign  country,  between  persons  who  would  be 
authorized  to  marry  if  residing  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  shall 
have  the  same  force  and  effect,  and  shall  be  valid  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  as  if  the  said  marriage  had  been  solemnized  within  the 
United  States."    {Za/ws  of  Congress  qf  1860,  ch.  179,  §  31.) 

§  632.  Among  the  savage  tribes  of  North  American  Indians,  mar- 
riage is  merely  a  natural  contract,  and  neither  law,  custom  nor 
religion  has  affixed  any  conditions,  limitations  or  forms  other  than 
those  which  nature  herself  has  prescribed.  Permanency  is  not  to 
be  regarded  as  an  essential  element  of  marriage  by  the  law  of 
nature ;  otherwise  all  such  connections  as  have  taken  place  among 
the  various  tribes  of  tlie  North  American  Indians,  either  between 
persons  of  pure  Indian  blood,  or  between  half  breeds,  or.  between 
the  white  and  Indian  races,  must  be  regarded  as  illicit  and  the 
offspring  illegitimate ;  for  it  is  well  established  that  in  most  of  the 
tribes,  perhaps  in  all,  the  understanding  of  the  parties  is  that 
the  husband  may  dissolve  the  contract  at  his  pleasure.  The  power 
of  divorce  in  one  or  both  of  tlie  parties  to  a  contract  of  marriage 
at  his  or  her  pleasure,  is  not  inconsistent  with  tlie  law  of  natuce. 
But  a  mere  casual  commerce  betwt^en  the  sexes  does  not  constitute 
a  marriage  by  the  law  of  nature ;  but  when  there  is  a  coliabitation 
by  consent,  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time  for  the  procreation  and 
bringing  up  of  diildren,  that,  in  a  state  of  nature,  would  be  a 
marriage.    (Joh^isofi  v.  Johnson^  30"  Mo,  li.  72.) 


CHAPTER  XXXIX. 

THE  PABTrES  TO  A  MARRIAGE — PARTIES  >rCST  BE  A75LK  TO  COXTI'ArT 
— IMPEDIMENTa  TO  MARRIAGE — ^WANT  OP  AGE — ^WANT  OF  MENTAL 
CAPACITY — ^IMPOTENCE— CONSANGUINTTY  AND  AFFINnT — ^EACE  AlfD 
COLOR  AND  CIVIX,  OONDHION — PRIOR  MARRIAGE. 

§  683.  Taking  marriage  in  the  civil  light  indicated  in  the  last 
chapter,  the  law  treats  it  as  it  does  all  other  contracts,  allowing  it 
to  be  good  and  valid  in  all  cases  where  the  parties,  at  the  time  of 
making  it,  were,  in  the  first  place,  able  to  contract;  secondly. 
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wining  to  contract ;  and,  lastly,  actually  did  contract,  in  tlie  proper 
forms  and  solemnities  required  by  law. 

The  parties  must  be  aile  to  contract.  In  general,  all  persons  are 
able  to  contract  themselves  in  marriage,  unless  they  labor  under 
some  particular  disabilities  and  incapacities.  There  are,  however, 
several  disabilities  and  incapacities  which  disqualify  the  parties 
from  entering  into  a  valid  contract  of  marriage,  and  these  will  be 
noted  in  their  order.  ' 

1.  Want  of  the  requisite  age  to  consent  to  the  marriage  dis- 
qualifies the  person  from  entering  into  the  marriage  relation. 
What  is  the  age  of  consent,  and  under  what  circumstances  infants 
may  contract  marriage,  has  been  fully  discussed  in  another  place, 
and,  of  course,  the  discussion  need  not  be  repeated  here.  {Ante, 
§§  81-86.) 

2.  Want  of  mental  capacity  is  an  impediment  to  marriage.  It 
has  been  said  that  the  marriage  of  an  idiot  or  lunatic  was  valid  by 
the  common  law  {Hamaker  v.  HamaJcer,  18  lU.  B,  137 ;  Park  v. 
Barron^  20  Geo.  JR.  702) ;  but  Lord  Stowell  thinks  the  conclusion 
is  ^^  founded  on  some  notion  that  prevailed  in  the  dark  ages  of  the 
mysterious  nature  of  the  contract  of  marriage,  in  which  its 
spiritual  nature  almost  entirely  obliterated  its  civil  character." 
{Turner  v.  Meyers,  1  Hag.  Con.  H.  414.)  And  Sir  William  Black- 
Btone,  very  pertinently  r^marke:  "A  strange  determination,  since 
consent  is  absolutely  requisite  to  matrimony,  and  neither  idiots  nor 
lunatics  are  capable  of  consenting  to  any  thing.  And  therefore  the 
civil  law  judged  much  more  sensibly  whenit  made  such  depriva- 
tion of  reason  a  previous  impediment.  And  modem  resolutions 
have  adhered  to  the  reason  of  the  civil  law  by  determining  that  the 
marriage  of  a  lunatic,  not  being  in  a  lucid  interval,  was  absolutely 
void."  (2  Black.  Com.  438,  439.)  And  it  is  now  well  settled, 
both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  that  an  idiot  cannot  marry, 
because  incapable  of  entering  into  any  contract ;  and,  for  the  same 
reason,  lunatics  are  incapable  of  marrying,  except  during  lucid 
intervals;  and  their  marriages,  as  well  as  those  of  idiots,  are 
absolutely  void.  It  makes  no  difference  what  the  defect  of  reason 
is ;  it  is  enough  that  the  mind  is  so  deranged  as  to  be  unable  to  deal 
with  the  common  affairs  of  life,  although  a  mere  weakness  of  mind, 
not  amounting  to  derangement,  will  not  disqualify  the  person  from 
entering  into  a  valid  marriage.  {^Turner  v.  Meyers,  1  Hag.  Con. 
a.  414.     Brovming  t.  Beane,  2  PhiUim.  JR.  69.     Ed  pwrte 
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Twinffj  1  Ves.  dk  Bea.  R.  140.  Crump  v.  Morgan^  3  Ired.  Eq.  li. 
91,  96.  Foster  v.  Means,  1  Spears'  Eq.  R.  659,  574.  Ball  v. 
Manning  3  Mich's  \^N.  S.']  R.  1,  21.  Baxter  v.  Portsmouth,  1  -Biy. 
<7awi.  Zai^?  ^.  190.    Ec parte  Bamdey,  3  ^^.  ^.  168, 1 71.) 

The  subject  of  insanity  is  a  fruitful  one,  and  of  course  it  would 
not  be  appropriate  here  to  enter  upon  anj  extended  discnssion  of 
the  theme.  As  applied  to  marriage,  the  test  of  insanity  is  the  same 
as  in  other  contracts.  If  the  incapacity  be  sucli  that  the  party  is 
incapable  of  understanding,  the  nature  of  the  contract  itself  and 
incapable,  from  mental  imbecility,  to  take  care  of  his  or  Iter  own 
person  and  property,  such  an  individual  cannot  dispose  of  his  or  ber 
own  person  and  property  by  the  matrimonial  contract  any  more 
than  by  any  other  contract.  The  exact  line  of  6ei>aratioii  between 
reason  and  incapacity  may  be  difficult  to  be  found  and  marked  out 
in  the  abstract,  tliough  it  may  not  be  difficult,  in  most  cases,  to 
decide  upon  the  result  of  the  circumstances.  {Browfiing  v.  Reant, 
supra.)  Madness  may  subsist  in  various  degrees ;  sometimes  slight, 
as  partaking  rather  of  disposition  or  humor,  which  will  not  inca- 
pacitate a  man  from  managing  his  own  affairs,  or  making  a  valid 
contract.  It  must  be  something  more  than  this,  something  which, 
if  there  be  any  test,  is  held,  by  the  common  judgment  of  mankind, 
to  affect  his  general  fitness  to  be  trusted  with  the  management  of 
himself  and  his  own  concerns.     {Turner  v.  Meyers,  supra.) 

It  has  been  held  in  some  cases  that  there  may  be  so  much  imbe- 
cility as  to  render  the  party  incapable  of  making  contracts  which 
will  bind  liis  estate,  and  yet  not  incapacitate  the  party  from  oon> 
tract! ng  marriage.  {JEx  parte  Glen,  4  Dessau.  R.  546.)  But  this 
would  seem  to  be  an  erroneous  view  of  the  subject  entirely.  It  is 
but  reasonable  to  suppose  that  these  unhappy  persons  who  are  pro- 
hibited by  law  from  making  any  binding  contract  for  the  merest 
trifle,  should  be  protected  from  the  effects  of  a  covenant  of  so  high 
a  nature  as  that  of  marriage,  which  never  could  be  entered  into  by 
the  party  without  some  base  or  sinister  design.  Certainly  no  otlier 
contract  requires  more  brain-quantitt/,  or  hrain-quality,  than  that 
which  in  effect  is  to  dispose  of  the  person  and  tiie  projierty  of  the 
individual  for  life ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  law  to  protect  those 
unhappy  beings  who  are  incapacitated  by  reason  of  mental  weak- 
ness or  derangement,  to  enter  into  an  ordinary  contract  respecting 
their  property,  from  the  artifice  of  desperate  persons  who  might  be 
willing  to  speculate  on  their  misfortunes.    (  Vide  Anonymous^  4 
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JPick.  li.  82.  Middleboroxtgh  v,  Rochester,  12  Mass.  R.  363.  Cole 
V.  CWtf,  5  SneecTs  R.  67.    Atkinson  v.  Medfordj  4:6  Maine  R.  510.) 

What  d^ree  of  mental  imbecility,  what  extent  of  intellectual 
aberration  will  suffice  to  annul  a  contract  of  marriage,  it  is  difficult 
to  pronounce ;  certainly  mere  weakness  of  intellect,  or  even  great 
eccentricity  of  conduct,  unless  it  reaches  a  point  that  evinces 
inability  to  comprehend  the  subjectrmatter  of  the  contract,  will 
not  suffice;  and  every  principle  of  sound  policy  and  humanity 
admonishes  us  that  a  contract  so  important  in  its  social  relations, 
and  bearing  so  materially  on  the  peace  and  happiness  of  families, 
should  not  be  set  aside  upon  slight  grounds,  or  on  less  proof  than 
would  suffice  to  annul  contracts  less  sacred  and  important  in  their 
nature.  Ko  other  test,  therefore,  in  cases  of  marriage,  can  be 
resorted  to,  except  that  the  mental  unsoundness  which  will  dis- 
quality  persons  from  entering  into  other  contracts  disqualifies 
them  from  entering  into  matrimony.  (  Ward  v.  Dvlaneyy  23  Miss. 
R.  410.)  It  has  frequently  been  attempted  to  furnish  some  general 
rules  which  might  serve  as  guides  to  courts  of  law  in  the  investi- 
gation and  decision  of  cases  of  this  description,  but  all  endeavors 
to  do  so  seem  to  have  failed  ;  every  case  has  some  distinguishing 
features,  and  each  case  must,  therefore,  be  governed  by  its  own 
peculiar  circumstances^.  {Medvoay  v.  Croft,  3  Curteis^  Ec.  R.  671, 
675.    And  vide  McElray^s  case,  6  Watts  cfe  Serff,  R.  451.) 

§  634.  Drunkenness,  of  itself  merely,  unless  fraud  be  practiced, 
will  not  avoid  a  contract  of  marriage ;  but  if  the  party  be  in  such 
a  state  of  intoxication  that  he  is  for  the  time  deprived  of  reason, 
he  cannot  be  said  to  have  an  agreeing  mind,  and  matrimony  con- 
tracted in  such  a  state  can  be  avoided.  {Clsment  t.  Maitison,  3 
Rich.  R.  93.  Legeyt  v.  O^Brien,  MHward^s  R,  325.  Menkins 
V.  Ligktner,  18  lU,  R.  282.  Gore  v.  Grilson,  13  Mees.  cfe  Wels. 
R,  623.    Shaw  v.  Thackary,  23  Eng.  Z.  <&  Eq.  R.  18.) 

The  rule  of  law  in  criminal  cases*  is,  that  a  man  is  liable  for  a 
criminal  act  committed  during  a  fit  of  drunkenness  brought  on  by 
his  own  wrongful  indulgence ;  unless  the  crime  were  committed 
under  the  influence  of  insanity  which  is  habitual  or  fixed,  though 
caused  by  frequent  intoxication,  and  originally  contracted  by  his 
own  acts.  The  law  discriminates  between  the  delirium  of  intoxi- 
cation and  the  insanity  .which  it  sometimes  produces.  While  the 
drunkenness  continues,  the  person. under  its  influence  is  responsible 
as  a  moral  agent,  though  reason  in  the  mean  time  has  left  her 
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dominion,  and  he  is  held  for  his  criminal  act  nnder  snch  circum- 
stances, upon  tlie  principle  that  his  drinking  to  excess  is  a  criminal 
assent.  But  this  doctrine  does  not  obtain  in  civil  jur^prudence ; 
and  any  obligation  entered  into  by  a  person  when  deprived  of  the 
exercise  of  his  understanding  by  intoxication,  is  voidable  by  him- 
self, though  the  intoxication  was  voluntary  and  not  procsred 
through  the  circumvention  of  the  other  party.  {Barrett  v.  £i£X- 
toTiy  2  Aihin^s  [  Vf]  li.  167.  Sutehinsan  v.  TindaU^  2  Greenes 
Ch.  li.  857.  Johnston,  v.  Brown^  2  Scotch  Ses8.  Ccut.  [new  «?.]  437. 
Browning  Vi  Beane,  2  PhiMm.  B.  69.) 

It  would  hardly  seem  possible  that  any  decent  person  woald  be 
willing  to  stand  up  and  be  joined  in  matrimony  with  another 
known  to  be  beastly  drunk,  and  yet  such  instances  have  occurred, 
especially  when  there  has  been  a  great  disparity  in  the  pecnniaiy 
circumstances  and  social  condition  of  the  parties. 

Deaf  mutes  may  contract  matrimony,  and  the  engagement  may 
be  solemnized  by  signs.  {Dickensofb  v.  Blieaet^  1  Dickeni  R.  268. 
Brown  v.  Fisher^  4  Johis.  Ch.  B.  441.  Harrod  v.  Harrod^  1 
Kay  (&  Johns.  B.  4.  Elyofs  cassy  Cart.  B.  53.)  Formerly  these 
afflicted  persons  were  regarded  as  idiots,  especially  when  they  were 
deaf  and  dumb  from  their  nativity ;  but  many  of  them  have  often 
displayed  great  intelligence  and  capabilities  for  intellectual  and 
moral  cultivation ;  and  now  they  are  permitted  to  enter  into  mar- 
riage and  other  engagements,  except  upon  proof  of  their  mental 
capacity  *it  is  found  wanting  in  the  same  degree  as  would  disqualify 
other  persons  from  making  a  valid  contract.  Of  course  it  is  no 
objection  to  a  matrimonial  alliance  that  the  parties  are  blind. 

§  635.  By  a  statute  passed  in  England  in  1742,  and  still  in 
force  there,  it  is  provided  that  the  marriage  of  lunatics  and  persond 
under  frenzies  (if  found  lunatics  under  a  commission,  or  committed 
to  the  care  of  trustees  by  an  act  of  parliament),  before  they  are 
declared  of  sound  mind  by  the  lord  chancellor,  or  the  majority 
of  such  trustees,  shall  be  void.  (15  George  11^  ch.  30.)  And  by 
another  act  the  provisions  of  the  former  are  extended  to  Ireland. 
(51  Oeorge  III^  ch.  37.)  These  statutes  render  the  marriages  in 
question  null  and  void,  although  they  may  have  been  contracted 
during  lucid  intervals. .  «Bnt  if  no  commission  of  lunacy  has  issued, 
the  marriage  of  a  lunatic  during  a  lucid  interval  is  good.  (Turner 
V.  Meyers.,  1  Hag,  Con.  R.  414.  Wheehr  v.  Alderson,  3  Bag. 
Ec.  B.  574,  599.     Cartwright  v,  Oartwrigkt,  1  FkOUm.  B.  90. 
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JBorlase  v.  B&rldse^  4  Ifotea  Cases  108.  &rimani  v.  Draper^  12 
Jur.  925.)  It  is  DOt  andoretood  that  the  statute  of  George  II  is  a 
part  of  the  common  law  of  the  American  States ;  and  in  general 
in  this  conntry,  if  it  appears  that  both  parties  to  a  marriage  were 
sane,  and  possessed  of  the  requisite  mental  capacity,  at  the  time 
the  nuptials  were  celebrated,  the  marriage  will  be  sustained, 
though  one  of  the  parties  may  have  been  insane  before  or  sub- 
sequent to  the  marriage ;  at  the  same  time,  if  it  appears  that  a 
party  to  a  marriage  who  is  habitually  of  sane  mind,  was  temporarily 
insane  at  the  time  the  marriage  was  celebrated,  the  marriage  may 
be  avoided.  {Legeyt  v.  O^BrieUy  MUwardPs  H.  325.  Parker  v. 
Parker,  2  Lee's  R,  882.    S.  C.  6  Eng.  Eo.  R.  165.) 

It  is  generally  laid  down  that  marriage  with  an  idiot  or  lunatic 
is  absolutelv  void,  and  that  no  sentence  or  decree  of  avoidance  is 
necessary,  and  this  is  the  rule  at  common  law ;  but  the  statutes  of 
Bome  of  the  states  render  such  marriages  absolutely  void  only  from 
the  time  their  nullity  is  declared  by  a  court  of  competent  authority. 
Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  where  either  party  to  a  marriage 
shall  be  incapable  of  contracting  to  it,  the  marriage  will  be  void 
from  the  tune  its  nullity  shall  be  declared  by  a  court  of  equity. 
(2  Revised  Statutes,  part,  2  eh.  8,  tit.  1^  §  4.  2  Statutes  at  Zarge, 
144.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  it  is  enacted  by  statute  that  the 
validity  of  a  marriage  shall  not  «be  questioned  in  the  trial  of  a 
collateral  issue  on  account  of  the  insanity  or  idiocy  of  either  party, 
but  only  in  a  process  duly  instituted  in  the  life-time  of  both  par- 
ties for  determining  such  validity.    {Oen.  Stat  oh.  107,  §  2.) 

In  Wisconsin,  the  statute  provides  that  when  either  of  the 
parties  to  a  marriage,  for  want  of  age  or  understanding,  shall  be 
incapable  of  assenting  thereto,  and  there  sliall  have  been  no  subse- 
quent voluntary  cohabitation  of  the  parties,  the  marriage  shall  be 
void  from  the  time  its  nullity  shall  be  declaimed  by  a  court  of 
competent  authority.     {Rev,  Stat,  oh,  79,  §  2.) 

Others  of  the  states  have  similar  enactments  in  imitation  more 
especially  of  the  State  of  New  York.  And  for  the  sake  of  the 
good  order  of  society,  and  the  peace  of  mind  of  all  persons  con- 
cerned, and  to  save  all  question  as  to  the  real  capacity  of  the  party 
at  the  time  the  marriage  was  entered  ii)to,  it.  is  deemed  expedient 
and  best  in  all  cases  that  the  nullity  of  the  marriage  should  be 
ascertained  and  declared  by  the  decree  of  a  court  of  competent 
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jurisdiction.  Morality  and  policy  require  that  it  sboald  not  be 
left  unknown  or  uncertain,  either  to  the  parties  or  to  otb^a, 
whether  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  actually  exists  or  not 
{Ferlat  v.  Gogin,  IIopkm'9  Ch.  R.  478,  484.  EayiBa  y.  WatU.  3 
PhUliinore's  B.  44.  Petreis  v.  TwicUarj  1  Hag.  Gam.  £.  188. 
Crump  V.  Morgan^  3  Ired.  JEj.  Ji.  91.) 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  children  of  a  marriage  annaUed  on 
the  ground  of  lunacy  or  idiocy,  are  entitled  to  succeed  in  the  same 
manner  as  legitimate  cliildren  to  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  parent  who  was  of  sound  mind,  and  the  marriage  of  the  lanatic 
may  be  declared  void  upon  the  application  of  the  bmatic,  after  the 
restoration  of  reason ;  but  in  such  case,  no  sentence  of  nullity  will 
be  pronounced  if  it  shall  appear  that  the  parties  freely  Cohabited 
as  husband  and  wife  after  the  lunatic  was  restored  to  a  sound 
mind.  When  a  marriage  is  sought  to  be  annulled  on  the  ground 
of  the  idiocy  of  one  of  the  parties,  it  may  be  declared  void  on  the 
application  of  any  relation  of  the  idiot,  interested  to  avoid  the 
marriage,  at  any  time  during  the  life-time  of  either  of  the  parties; 
when  it  is  songht  to  be  annulled  on  the  ground  of  the  lunacy  of 
one  of  the  parties,  it  may  be  declared  void  at  any  time,  during  the 
continuance  of  the  lunacy,  or  after  the  death  of  the  lunatic  in  that 
state,  during  the  life-time  of  the  other  party  to  the  marriage/on 
the  application  of  any  relative  of  the  lunatic  interested  to  avoid 
the  marriage;  and  when  the  marriage  of  an  idiot  or  lunatic  is 
sought  to  be  annulled,  during  the  life-time  of  both  the  parties  to 
the  marriage,  and  no  suit  shall  be  prosecuted  by  any  near  relative, 
a  sentence  of  nullity  may  be  pronounced,  on  the  application  of  any 
person  admitted  by  the  court  to  prosecute  as  the  next  friend  of 
such  idiot  or  lunatic.  (2  Bev.  Stat,  part  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  1,  §§  24,  25, 
26,  27,  28.  2  Stoit.  at  La/tge,  148^  149.)  In  other  states  aimilar 
provisions  jn  the  statute  may  be  found. 

§  636.  A  third  impediment  to  marriage  is  the  impotence  of  one 
or  both  of  the  parties.  This  is  defined  to  "  consist  in  the  inoa> 
pacity  for  copulation,  or  in  the  impossibility  of  accomplishing  the 
act  of  procreation  "  {Shelf ord^B  Marriage  and  Divorce^  208) ;  or, 
the  ^'  incapacity  of  either  spouse  for  the  act  of  copulation ;  or,  as 
some  think,  the  want  of  power  to  procreate  children."  (1 
Fraeer^s  Dcm.  Rd. .  53.)  Or,  impotence  may  be  said  to  be  the 
permanent  inability,  from  malformation,  accident  or  disease,  for 
copulation  or  procreation. 
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It  has  been  Bafd,  that  the  first  cause  and  reason  of  matrimonj 
ought  to  be  the  design  of  having  an  offspring ;  and  that  the  second 
ono^ht  to  be  the  avoiding  of  tornication.  {Ayl.  Parer.  360.)  And 
it  is  perfectly  legitimate  for  parties  to  have  in  view,  when  they 
enter  the  married  state,  a  lawful  indulgence  of  the  passions  to  pre- 
vent licentiousness,  and  the  procreation  of  children,  according  to 
the  evident  design  of  Divine  Providence.  {Dean  v.  Aveling^  1  Rcth 
erUon^s  R,  279,  298.  Brigga  v.  Morgan^  3  PhiUim.  R.  325.)  Th^ 
propositions  laid  down  in  the  marri^e  service  of  the  English 
church  embody  the  common  sense  of  the  matter,  wherein  they 
state  that  marriage  is  ordained  for  three  purposes  :  the  procreation 
and  education  of  children ;  the  avoidance  of  incontinence ;  and  the 
mutual  society,  help  and  comfort  of  the  married  pair.  Any  union 
where  provision  is  not  made  for  fulfilling  all  of  these  purposes,  may 
be  proved  contrary  to  natural  law,  using  that  word  in  its  widest 
sense.  No  person  should  ever  offer  himself  in  marriage  unless  he 
has  the  ability  of  consummating  it ;  and  when  an  impotent  person 
palms  himself  upon  a  female  not  cognizant  of  his  condition,  he 
perpetrates  a  most  grievous  wrong.  It  is  interesting  to  note  the 
points  tliat  have  been  made  in  the  discussion  of  this  question  of 
impotency,  and  the  different  views  which  have  been  expressed  by 
text* writers  and  judges  upon  the  subject,  and  as  to  whafis  sufR- 
<;ient  to  forbid  marriage.  Mr.  Fraser  says :  "  The  ninety-eighth 
constitution  of  Leo,  the  philosopher,  expresses  at  great  length  the 
utter  abhorrence  of  the  emperor  at  the  doctrine,  that  the  poientia 
copulandij  without  the  power  of  procreating  children,  was  suffi- 
cient. The  most  eminent  commentators  on  the  canon  law  are 
of  the  same  opinion.  Bower  argues  the  point  with  great  wannth, 
holding,  as  his  leading  principle,  that  marriage  is  not  instituted  for 
the  satisfying  of  lust,  or  the  exciting  of  passion,  but  for  the  beget- 
ting of  children.  {Brouon^  2,  4,  10.)  In  a  late  criminal  case,  as 
to  whether  emisaio  was  necessary  to  constitute  the  crime  of  rape, 
Lord  Medwyn  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  he  held  the  potenUa 
ccptdandiy  without  the  potenUa  seminandi^  to  form  a  good  defense 
to  an  action  of  nullity  on  the  head  of  impotency.  {Lord  Advocate 
V.  Robertsonj  12  Mar.  1886.)  This  must,  however,  be  a  misreport, 
as  the  opinion  is  based  on  that  of  Sanchez,  which  is  entirely  oppo- 
site; for  that  learned  canonist  holds  it  to  b^  impotency  if  a  woman 
was  ita  arcta  ut  rnater  esse  non  potest.  {Sanchez^  7,  92,  Ifos.  7,  8, 
11,  ar^  2,  21,  5,  and  7^  96,  7.)    A  quotation  is  professed  to  be 
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made  in  the  report  from  Sanchez ;  but  there  is  no  reference  gi^eo, 
and  the  words  quoted  seem  to  be  those  employed  bj  Sanchez  to 
desigCiate  the  views  of  authors  that  he  condemns."  (1  FraserfM 
Bom,  Ed.  53-65.) 

In  a  case  before  Dr.  Lushington  sitting  in  the  consistory  court  of 
London  in  1845,  the  judge  observed :  "  Mere  incapability  of  con- 
ception is  not  sufficient  ground  whereon  to  found  a  decree  of  nullity, 
and  alone  so  clearly  insufficient  that  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to 
discuss  an  admitted  point.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  lady 
is  or  is  not  capable  of  sexual  intercourse ;  or,  if  at  present  incapable, 
whether  that  incapacity  can  be  removed."  {Dean  v.  Avding^  1 
liobertsoTi's  It,  279.)  Sexual  iittercourse,  in  the  proper  meaning 
of  the  term,  is  ordinary  and  complete  intercourse ;  and  yet  it  can- 
not be  said  that  every  degree  of  perfection  would  deprive  it  of  its 
essential  character.  There  must  be  degrees  difficult  to  deal  with  ; 
but  if  so  impertect  as  scarcely  to  be  natural,  it  would  probably  be 
regarded  as  no  intercourse  at  all.  It  can  hardly  be  said  that  the 
true  interests  of  society  would  be  advanced  by  taking  within 
the  marriage  bonda  parties  driven  to  such  disgusting  practicea. 
Certainly  it  would  not  tend  to  the  prevention  of  illicit  interconrse, 
one  of  the  greatest  evils  to  be  avoided.  And  Dr.  Lushington  said 
with  respect  to  tlie  case  before  him :  '^  If  there  be  a  reasonable 
probability,  that  the  iady  can  be  made  capable  of  vera  copula^  of 
the  natural  sort  of  coitus^  though  without  the  power  of  conception, 
I  cannot  pronounce  this  marriage  void.  I  will  briefly  state  the 
reasons.  In  the  case  fLrst^supposed,  the  husband  must  submit  to 
the  misfortune  of  a  barren  wife,  as  much  when  the  cause  is  visible 
and  capable  of  being  ascertained,  as  when  it  rests  in  indiscoverable 
and  imascertained  causes.  There  is  no  justifiable  motive  for  inter- 
course with  other  women  in  the  one  case  more  than  in  the  other. 
But  when  the  coittis  itself  is  absolutely  imperfect,  and  I  must  call 
it  unnatural,  there  is  not  a  natural  indulgence  of  natural  desire; 
and  almost  of  necessity  disgust  is  generated,  and  the  probable  con- 
sequences of  other  connections,  with  men  of  ordinary  self-control, 
become  almost  certain.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  no  man  ought  to  be 
reduced  to  this  state  of  guan  unnatural  connection,  and  consequent 
temptation ;  and  therefore  I  should  hold  the  marriage  void.  The 
condition  of  the  lady  is  greatly  to  be  pitied,  but  on  no  principle  of 
justice  can  her  calamity  be  thrown  upon  another."  {Dean  v. 
AveHng,  1  RoberUorCs  II.  279,  299.) 
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Although  tilis  was  a  case  for  a  divorce  before  Dr.  LushiDgton, 
the  principles  enunciated  by  him  apply  as  well  to  parties  proposing 
to  enter  the  marriage  relation  as  to  that.  Of  course  it  clmnot 
honestly  be  known  for  a  certainty  before  marriage  that  the  female 
may  not  prove  to  bo  a  barren  or  sterile  wife,  but  it  is  ordinarily 
known  to  tlie  parties,  when  they  propose  the  matrimonial  alliance, 
whether  there  is  natural  malformation  of  the  sexual  oi'gans  to  ren- 
der the  natural  coitus  impossible,  and  if  such  be  the  fact  they  should 
undei*stand  that  it  is  a  natural  impediment  to  marriage.  It  is 
wholly  immaterial  as  to  the  origin  of  the  impotence,  whether 
connate  or  the  result  of  accident  or  disease,  if  it  exist  at  the  time 
of  the  proposed  marriage.  Upon  this  subject  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury,  in  a  case  before  the  twelve  commissioners  to  be  decided, 
of  which  he  was  one,  said :  ''  There  are  three  fiOrts  of  eunuchs,  or 
men  unfit  to  marry ;  the  one  is  of  God's  making,  the  second  is  of 
man's  making,  and  the  third  is  of  their  own  making.  Tlie  first 
are  they  that  are  past  from  their  mother's  belly,  who  either  are 
frigidi  or  such  as  have  no  members  fit  for  generation,  or  some 
apparent  debility.  The  second  are  those  who  are  castrated  by 
men,  or  by  some  violence  have  that  hindered  in  them,  wherennto, 
by  nature,  they  are  fit  in  respect  of  procreation.  The  third  hath 
no  coherence  with  this  nobleman."  {Essex  x.JEssex^  2  SawetTs 
Slate  Trials,  786,  887.) 

§  637.  With  respect  to  the  female.  Chancellor  Walworth  well 
said  in  a  case  before  him :  ^'  Impotence  on  the  part  of  the  female, 
wbidi  cannot  be  cured  by  proper  roedifial  treatment  or  a  surgical 
operation,  is  a  case  of  very  rare  occurrence.  And  the  cases  of  this 
kind  which  will  be  likely  to  come  up  before  this  court  for  adjudica- 
tion, on  the  complaint  of  the  husband,  will  be  limited  to  cases  of 
impervious  vagina,  f»om  an  original  malformation,  or  the  effect 
of  some  supervening  infirmity  or  disease,  as  mere  sterility  can  in 
no  case  form  a  sufiicient  ground  for  a  decree  of  nullity."  {Devan" 
hagh  V.  Devanbaghj  5  Paiges  Ch,  li.  554,  557.) 

Dr.  Beck,  in  liis  "  Elements  of  Medical  Jurisprudence,"  says : 
'^  From  a  review  of  the  causes  of  impotence  in  both  sexes,  it  is 
evident  that  the  absolute  ones  are  few  in  number,  in  that  they  are 
mostly  palpable  to  the  senses,  and  that  the  number  formerly 
assigned  to  this  class  has  been  greatly  reduced  by  the  improvements 
in  surgery."    (1  Beckys  Med.  Jur.  89.) 
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When  the  parties  have  the  least  reason  to  snspect  that  they  are 
impotent  they  should  never  venture  upon  marriage  until  thej  have 
been  thoroughly  tested  by  surgical  examination  and  treatment 
However  unpleasant  and  mortifying  such  an  examination  may  be^ 
far  better  that  it  be  submitted  to  than  run  the  hazard  of  not  being 
able  to  consummate  their  nuptials,  and  being  under  the  necessity 
of  submitting  to  the  disgrace  of  a  separation. 

Of  course,  simple  sterility  is  no  legal  impediment  to  marriage; 
if  it  was,  no  female  beyond  the  ordinary  time  of  child-bearing 
could  enter  the  marriage  state.  When  a  man  knowingly  marries 
a  woman  past  the  age  of  child-bearing,  he  has  no  cause  to  com- 
plain of  the  barrenness  of  the  connection,  and  no  unpleasant  effects 
are  likely  to  result  from  the  union.  But  in  case  of  the  impotence 
of  either  of  the  parties,  none  of  the  peculiar  ends  of  matrimony 
can  be  accomplished  by  marriage,  and  a  union  should  be  discarded 
as  much  as  the  marriage  of  two  persons  of  the  same  sex. 

In  the  State  of  New  York,  a  suit  to  annul  a  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  the  physical  incapacity  of  one  of  the  parties,  can  only 
be  maintained  by  the  injured  party  against  the  party  whose  inca- 
pacity is  alleged,  and  must  iti  all  cases  be  brought  within  two 
years  from  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage.  (2  Bev.  StaL  part 
2,  ch.  %^tiLl%  33.  2  Stoit.  at  Large^  149.)  And  in  all  these  cases 
the  court  shQuld  proceed  with  the  greatest  diligence  and  care,  not 
only  to  avoid  collusion  by  the  parties,  but  also  to  guard  against  an 
honest  mistake  unde^  which  they  may  be  acting,  merely  from  the 
want  of  proper  medical  Advice  and  assistance.  {Davenhagh  v. 
Bavenbagh,  5  Paige's  Ch.  H.,  654.  K  B.  v.  E.  O.  B.  28  Barb. 
JR.  299.) 

Ordinarily,  impotency  is  a  matter  which  cannot  be  proved  by 
witnesses.  The  nature  of  the  fact  precludes  it,  and  therefore  it 
has  been  held  that  the  courts  have  the  power  to  compel  the  party 
alleged  to  be  impotent  to  submit  to  a  medical  examination,  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  how  the  fact  is.  Such  an  examination,  to 
be  sure,  is  offensive  to  natural  modesty,  but  if  the  court  should 
hesitate  to  exercise  the  power  to  compel  it,  it  would  in  most  cases 
amouTit  to  an  absolute  denial  of  justice,  and  the  court  must  not 
sacrifice  justice  to  notions  of  delicacy  of  its  own.  (IfeweU  v.  JTewdJ^ 
9  Paige's  Ch.  R.  25.  Davenhagh  v.  Davenbagh^  supra.  LsBar- 
Ton  v.Hj^Barron^  Am.  Law  Reg.  \N.  /SI]  212.  Norton  y.Seton^ 
1  Eng.  Ecc.  R.  384.    Briggs  v.  Morgan,  lb.  408.) 
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§  638.  A  fourth  impediment  to  marriage  is  the  consauguinitj  or 
affinity  of  the  parties.  Consanguinity  and  affinity  differ  widely  iu 
their  nature,  and  yet  by  the  law  little  or  no  distinction  is  made 
between  them.  They  may,  therefore,  be  treated  together  as  an 
impediment  to  marriage. 

In  all  countries  where  the  canon  law  has  had  authority  or 
.irtfltience,  marriage  between  near  relatives  by  blood  or  affinity  is 
prohibited.  Similar  prohibitions  were  contained  in  the  Jewish 
laws^  and,  indeed,  the  test  of  the  Levitical  degrees  adopted  in 
most  countries  had  its  origin  in  the  Mosaic  Code.  The  same  pro- 
hibitions also  existed  in  the  laws  and  usages  of  the  Greeks  and 
the  Komans,  and  they  may  be  said  to  be  founded  in  the  law  of 
nature;  and  a  marriage  within  the  Levitical  degrees  is  regarded 
in  all  Christian  communities  as  a  nuisance  extremely  offensive  to 
the  laws  and  manners  of  society,  and  tending  to  endless  confusion, 
and  the  pollution  of  the  sanctity  of  private  life.  {Burgess  v. 
Burgess,  1  Hag.  Con,  li.  386.  Woods  v.  Woods,  2  Ckirt.  B.  616. 
2  Kends  Com.  82.) 

It  is  very  difficult  to  ascertain  the  exact  point  at  which  the  law 
of  nature  would  discountenance  the' union,  and  hence  the  matter  is 
generally  regulated  by  statute.  Usually  the  Levitical  degrees  are 
adopted  as  the  test  of  prohibition,  and  marriages  within  those 
degrees,  under  some  exceptions,  are  made  void  by  statute. 

In  1663,  Archbishop  Parker  published  a  table  of  prohibited 
degrees,  which  has  ever  since  been  regarded  the  basis  of  judicial 
opinion  on  the  subject  in  England,  and  df  legislative  enactments  in 
the  United  States.  With  respect  to  this  table,  it  waa  observed  jn. 
a  leading  case  that  ^' these  tables  do  show  the  sense  of  the  Church 
of  England,  and  so  are  a  proper  exposition  of  the  law  of  God,  and, 
by  consequence,  ouglrt  to  have  great  weight  with  the  judges  when 
they  expound  the  Levitical  law;  and  they  are  plainly  the  decision 
of  this  reformed  church  toudhing  the  crime  of  incest ;  and  they  do 
retrench  the  exorbitant  and  unwarrantable  constructions  of  the 
Church  of  Borne,  who  made  the  law  of  God  of  none  effect  by 
their  traditions ;  and  yetthey  expound  the  law  of  God  in  its  full 
latitude."    {Butler:^  Gastrill,  Gilberts  Ch.  R,  156.) 

According  to  Archbishop  Parker's,  table  of  degrees,  a  man  may 
not  marry  his  grandmother,  grandfather's  wife,  wife's  grandmother, 
father's  sister,  mother's  sister,  father's  brother's  wife,  mother's 
brother's  wife,  his  mother,  step-mother,  wife's  mother,  his  daughter, 
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wife's  daughter,  eon's  wife,  his  sister,  wife's  sister,  brother's  wife, 
son's  daughter,  daughter's  daughter,  son's  son's  wife,  daughter's 
son's  wife,  wife's  son's  daughter,  wife's  daughter's  daughter,  brother^s 
daughter,  sister's  daughter,  brother's  son's  wife,  sister's  son's  wife, 
wile's  brother's  daughter,  or  wife's  sister's  daughter ;  and  a  woman 
may  not  marry  her  grandfather,  grandmother's  husband,  husband's 
grandfather,  father's  brother,  mother's  brother,  father's  sister's  hus- 
band, mother's  sister's  husband,  husband's  father's  brother,  husband's 
mother's  brother,  her  father,  step-father,  husband's  father,  her  son, 
husband's  son,  daughter's  husband,  her  brother,  husband's  brother, 
sister's  husband,  son's  son,  daughter's  son,  son's  daughter's  husband, 
daughter's  daughter's  husband,  husband's  son's  son,  husband^s 
daughter's  son,  brother's  son,  sister's  son,  brother's  daughter's 
husband,  sister's  daughter's  husband,  husband's  brother's  son,  or 
husband's  sister's  son.  (  Vide  1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce^ 
%  318,  noU  2.) 

§  639.  Marriages  in  the  ascending  and  descending  line,  as  between 
parents  and  children,  are  everywhere  regarded  as  monstrous  con- 
nections and  repugnant  to  the  law  of  nature,  and  so  far  the  Leviti- 
cal  is  a  moral  law,  as  contradistinguished  fi*om  a  positive  prohibition 
to  the  Jews,  and  binding  upon  all  mankind.  {Ilarri^ton  v.  Rus^ccH, 
Vaughan'e  li.  206.  S.  O.  2  Vent.  H.  9.)  And  it  has  been  laid  down 
in  the  State  of  New  York  that  marriages  between  brothers  and 
sisters  in  the  collateral  line,  are  equally,  witli  persons  in  the  lineal 
line  of  consanguinity,  unlawful  and  void,  as  being  plainly  repug- 
nant to  the  first  principles  of  society  and  the  moral  sense  of  the 
civilized  world  ;  but  it  is  thought  that  the  prohibition  will  not 
extend  further,  without  a  statute  prescribing  the  forbidden  d^rees. 
(  Wightman  v.  Wightman^  4  Johns.  Ch.  JR.  3^3,  347.) 

The  canon ^and  common  law  make  no  distinction  between  con- 
nections by  consanguinity  and  affinity,  although  the  effect  upon 
the  offspring  is  not  the  same  in  the  one  case  as  the  other.  Upon 
this  subject  in  a  leading  case  in  England,  the  judge  observed  :  "  It 
was  necessary,  in  order  to  perfect  the  union  of  marriage,  that  the 
husband  should  take  the  wife's  relations,  in  the  same  degree  to  be 
the  same  as  his  own,  without  distinction,  and  vice  versa;  for  if  they 
are  to  be  the  same  person,  as  was  intended  by  the  law  of  God,  they 
can  have  no  difference  in  relations  and  by  consequence  the  prohi- 
bition touching  affinity  must  be  carried  as  far  as  the  prohibition 
touching  consanguinity ;  for  what  was  found  convenient  to  extin- 
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gnish  jealousies  amongst  near  relations,  and  to  govern  families  and 
educate  children  amongst  people  of  the  same  consanguinity,  would 
likewise  have  the  same  operation  amongst  those  of  the  same 
affinity.  And  when  we  consider  who  are  prohibited  to  marry  by 
the  Levitieal  law,  we  must  not  only  consider  the  mere  words  of  the 
law  itself,  but  what,  by  a  just  and  fair  interpretation  may  be 
adduced  from  it."    {BuUer  v.  GastrUl,  GUberfs  Ch.  R.  156, 158.) 

Affinity  properly  means  the  tie  whicli  arises  from  marriage 
betwixt  the  'husband  and  the  blood  relatives  of  the  wife,  and 
betwixt  the  wife  and  the  blood  relatives  of  the  husband,  conse- 
quently  while  the  marriage  remains  unbroken,  the  blood  relatives 
of  the  wife  stand  in  the  same  degree  of  affinity  to  the  husband  as 
they  do  in  consanguinity  to  her.  Thus,  the  father  of  the  wife 
stands  in  the  first  degree  of  affinity  to  his  son-in-law,  as  he  does  in 
the  firat  degree  of  consanguinity  to  his  daughter.  Eelationship  by 
affinity  may  also  exist  between  the  husband  and  one  who  is  con- 
nected by  marriage  with  a  blood  relative  of  the  wife.  Thus,  when 
two  men  many  sisters,  tliey  become  related  to  each  other  in  the 
second  degree  of  affinity,  as  their  wives  are  related  in  the  second 
d^ree  of  consanguinity.  But  there  is  no  affinity  between  the 
blood  relatives  of  the  husband  and  the  blood  relatives  of  the  wife. 
{P/jddock  V.  WdlSj  2  Barb.  Ch.  B.  331,  333.  Vide  also  Charles 
T-  Johuj  Year  Book,  41  Edw,  3,^.  9.) 

The  relationship  by  consanguinity  is,  in  its  nature,  incapable 
of  dissolution ;  but  the  relationship  by  affinity  ceases  with  the 
dissolution  of  the  marrii^e  which  produced  it.  Therefore,  though 
a  man  is,  by  affinity,  brother  to  his  wife's  sister,  yet,  upon  the 
death  of  his  wife,  he  may  lawfully  marry  her  sister.  Such  is 
the  doctrine  in  Vermont  and  most  of  the  American  States,  although 
in  England  a  man  is  not  permitted  to  marry  his  deceased  wife's 
sister.    {Blodget  v.  Brinsmaid^  9  Vt  B.  27.) 

Whether  it  be  proper  or  lawful,  in  a  religious  or  moral  sense,  for 
a  man  to  marry  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  has  been  much  discussed 
in  the  American  States,  especially  by  essayists  and  in  the  church 
judicatories,  and  both  sides  of  the  question  have  been  sustained 
with  great  ability.  Such  a  marriage,  however,  is  not  forbidden  by 
the  statutes  of  any  of  the  states,  unless  it  be  by  the  Code  of 
Virginia.  It  has  been  so  held  in  Virginia,  and  probably  the  law 
is  the  same  there  now.  {Commonwealth  v.  Perryinan^  2  LeigKs 
B.  717.     Vide  also  Ilutchins  v.  Commonwealth^  2  Va.  Cases^  331. 
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Oommofvwealih  t.  Lrftwieh^  5  Romd.  R.  657.  KMy  v.  Scatty  5 
OraU.  R,  479.)  Bat  in  sev^al  of  the  states,  the  practice  has  beea 
expressly  or  impliedly  sanctioned  by  judicial  authority.  {Pad- 
dock V.  WellSj  2  jBaH>.  Ch.  R.  331.  Blodget  v.  Brimmaid,  9  Vt. 
R.  27.  The  SUxU  v.  Slum,  3  /r<f<^.  ^.  582.  Mo^e^  v.  TheSUOe, 
11  Humph.  R.  282.  Morgan  v.  TU  State,  11 J.^.  £.  289.  ti^MMfatt 
T.  TAwrwwwi,  1  Head!^  R.  209.  Oreenwood  y.  Curtis,  6  J/om.  if. 
358,  879.)  As  before  intimated,  imder  the  English  statute,  it  is 
incestuous  for  a  man  to  marry  his  deceased  wife's  tister,  or  for  a 
woman  to  marry  lier  deceased  husband's  brother.  {HiU  v.  Good, 
VaugK  R.  302.  Bizrris  v.  Eicks,  2  Salk.  R.  548.  Ray  v.  Sher- 
wood,  1  OwrL  Ee.  R.  173.  Regina  v.  Chadwick,  12  e/wr.  174. 
Aughtte  v.  Aughtie,  1  PhiUim.  R,  201.)  And  in  •  most  Catholic 
countries  such  marriages  are  formally  prohibited,  while  in  most 
Protestant  countries  they  are  lawful.  Under  the  statute  ia  force 
in  England,  it  has  been  Jheld  that  the  rnarriage  of  a  man  with  the 
daughter  of  the  half  Bister  of  his  deceased  wife,  is  null  and  void ; 
and  further  that  a  marriage  within  the  prohibited  d^;rees  of  con- 
sanguinity or  affinity,  is  null  and  void,  although  one  of  the  parties 
is  ill^timate.    (The  Queen  v.  BriglUoriy  101  Eng.  C,  L.  R,  446.) 

§  640,  By  the  statute  of  New  York,  marriages  between  parents 
and  children,  including  grandparents  and  grandchildren  of  every 
degree,  ascending  and  descending,  and  between  brothers  an^ 
sisters  of  the  half,  as  well  as  the  whole  blood,  are  declared  to  be 
incestuous  and  absolutely  void';  and  the  prohibition  extends  to 
illegitimate  as  well  as  legitimate  children  and  relatives.  (2  Rev. 
Stat,  part  2,  ch.  8,  tU.  1,  §  3.    2  Stat  at  Large,  144.) 

The  law  of  Massachusetts  upon  the  subject  is  substantially  the 
same  as  in  New  York.    {Oen.  Stat.  ch.  106,  §§  1-6.) 

It  has  been  held  that  a  marriage,  valid  where  it  was  eontracted, 
is  valid  in  Massachusetts,  if  not  incestuous  by  the  law  of  nature, 
or  not-made  void  by  the  statute  in  regard  to  residents  of  the  state 
going  out  of  the  state  and  there  having  their  marriage  solemnized, 
when  such  marriage,  if  solemnized  in  the  state,  would  be  void : 
and,  in  the  same  case,  it  was  decided  that  the  intermarriage  of  a 
man  and  his  mother's  sister,  though  void  by  tlie  statutes  of  the 
state,  is  not  incestuous  by  the  law  of  nature,  and  was  not  void  by 
the  law  of  England  before  the  statute  of  6  William  IV,  chapter  54, 
though  it  was  voidable  by  process  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  and, 
therefore,  such  a  marriage  celebrated  in  England,  between  a  man 
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and  his  mother's  sister,  and  never  avoided  there,  though  absolutely 
prohibited  by  the  Massachusetts  statute,  was,  nevertheless,  recog- 
nized as  binding  in  that  state.  {Sufttan  v.  Warren^  10  Metisaiff^s 
B.  451.) 

By  the  statutes  of  Pennsylvania  all  marriages  within  the  degree 
of  consanguinity  or  affinity,  according  to  the  table  established  by 
law,  are  declared  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  and  the  table 
of  forbidden  degrees  established  by  the  statute  is  about  the  same 
as  that  established  in  Engliand,  except  the  grandparents  of  the  par- 
ties are  not  mentioned,  and  some  of  the  more  distant  collateral 
relatives  are  omitted.    {Laws  of  1860,  Purdon^s  Dig,  346.) 

Other  states  have  similar  enactments  to  those  already  referred 
to,  and.  probably  in  most  of  them  marriages  within  the  prohibited 
degrees  are,  by  statute,  absolutely  void. 

§  641.  Another  and  fifth  impediment  to  marriage,  proper  to  be 
noticed,  is  that  which  sometimes  obtains  by  reason  of  race  or  color 
and  civil  condition.  In  some  countries  and  states  statutes  exist  to 
prevent  intermarriages  between  the  white  races  and  people  of 
color;  and,  under  the  civil  law,  certain  persons  weoe  prohibited 
from  joining  in  marriage  because  of  their  civil  condition.  Thus, 
in  several  of  the  United  States,  marriages  are  positively  forbidden 
between  the  white  and  colored  races,  and  occasionally  a  very  nice 
question  has  been  presented  (x>  the  courts  respecting  the  meaning 
of  the  words  "  negro,"  "  mulatto,"  "  persons  of  color,"  and  "  white 
persons."  In  one  case,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  Shepley^  Ch.  J., 
observed :  "  There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  respecting  the  propor- 
tion of  African  blood  which  will  prevent  a  person  possessing  it  from 
being  regarded  as  white.  Some  courts  appear  to  have  held  that  a 
person  should  be  so  regarded  when  his  white  blood  predominated 
both  in  proportion  and  in  appearance.  Those  least  disposed  to 
consider  persons  to  be  white  who  have  any  proportion  of  African 
blood  have  admitted  that  persons  possessing  only  one-eighth  part 
of  such  blood  should  be  regarded  as  white."  {Bailey  v.  Make^  34 
Maine  R.  77.)  Most  of  the  late  slave  states  had  statutes  prohibit- 
ing  intermarriage  between  free  negroes  and  slav^,  but  all  of  those 
laws  have  been  either  repealed  or  become  obsolete,  and  but  few  of 
the  states  have  statutes,  at  present,  positively  prohibiting  intermar- 
riages between  white  persons  and  persons  of  color.  {But  vide  The 
BkOe  V.  WalUts,  3  Ired,  R.  456.  Th4i  StaU  v.  Fore,  1  ih.  378. 
The  State  v.  Hooper,  6  ib.  201.    The  State  v.  Roland,  6  ib.  241. 
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The  State  v.  MilUm,  Bushee'a  R,  49.    BarkMre  v.  The  State^  7 
Ind.  R,  389.     The  State  v.  Brady,  9  Humph.  R,  74.) 

Mr.  Surge,  in  his  treatise  upon  the  colonial  and  foreign  laws, 
observes :  "  There  were  certain  impediments  to  marriage  peculiar 
to  the  civil  law,  which  are  not  adopted  in  the  codes  of  other 
countries.  These  were  impediments  described  as  being  ex  cauea 
potestatie.  Thus,  a  tutor  or  curator  could  not  marry  his  ward 
until  his  office  had  terminated,  or  unless  his  accounts  had  been 
passed.  A  person  administering  a  government,  or  public  ofiice,  in 
a  province,  and  the  members  of  his  family,  were  not  permitted  to 
intermarry  with  a  person  domiciled  in  his  province,  unless  tliey 
had  been  betrothed  to  each  other  before  he  had  accepted  the  office. 
Notwithstanding  these  prohibitions,  the  subsequent  voluntary 
cohabitation  of  the  parties,  after  the  relation  which  caused  the  pro- 
hibition had  ceased,  rendered  the  marriage  valid  ab  iniUoP  (1 
Burgees  Colonial  and  Foreign  LawSy  138.) 

So,  also,  no  person  is  permitted  to  marry  a  ward  of  the  court 
without  the  express  sanction  of  the  court ;  and  if  a  man  should 
marry  a  female  ward  without  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the 
court,  he  will  be  treated  as  guilty  of  contempt,  even  though  he  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  she  was  a  ward  of  court.  And  when 
there  is  reason  to  suspect  an  intended  and  improper  marriage  with- 
out its  sanction,  the  court  will,  by  an  injunction,  not  only  interdict 
the  iriamage,  but  also  interdict  comumnication  between  tlie  ward 
and  her  admirer.  (2  Story's  Eg,  Jur.  §§  1359, 1380.)  This  may  not 
be  regarded  as  strictly  an  impediment,  but  it  is  a  provision  of  law 
to  secure  due  marriages  and  protection  to  infants  very  proper  to 
notice.  The  interdict  of  marriages  between  persons  of  the  white 
and  colored  races  by  statute  is  becoming  more  and  more  uncom- 
mon, as  experience  has  shown  that  the  matter  may  very  properly 
and  safely  be  left  to  the  education,  taste  and  customs  of  the  people. 

§  642.  By  the  civil  law,  persons  in  a  state  of  slavery  or  servitude 
are  not  entitled  to  the  riffhts  and  considerations  of  matrimonv,  and 
hence,  there  is  no  recognized  marriage  relation  in  law  between 
slaves.  Nor  were  slaves  under  the  civil  law  proper  objects  of  cog- 
nation or  affinity,  but  of  ywawa-cognation  only.  {Taylor^e  Sleniente 
of  Civile  Zaw,  429,  Cooper's  Justinian,  4:11, 4:20.)  Contttbemium 
was  the  matrimony  of  slaves ;  a  permitted  cohabitation  not  par- 
taking of  lawful  marriage,  which  they  could  not  contract  The 
same  disability  applies  at  the  present  day  in  the  case  of  slaves 
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wherever  slavery  exists.  The  state  of  slavery  in  Cuba,  and  in 
Brazil,  and  lately  in  this  country,  compares  with  that  existing 
under  the  Iloman  law  in  many  respects.  The  progress  of  society 
in  civilization,  more  correct  notions  on  the  subject  of  moral  obli- 
gation, and,  above  all,  the  benign  influence  of  the  Christian  religion, 
have  softened  many  of  the  ngOrs  attendant  on  slavery  among  the 
ancients ;  but  the  rights  of  the  slave  in  respect  to  marriage  remain 
substantially  as  under  the  civil  law.  The  Hebrew  law  did  not 
recognize  marriage  among  slaves  of  other  than  Hebrew  origin, 
although  a  relation  existed  similar  to  the  contvbemium  of  Eome. 
The  marriage  of  free  men  and  women  with  slaves  was  very  much 
discouraged  by  the  laws,  civil  and  ecclesiastical,  of  the  middle  ages. 
Heavy  penalties  were  annexed,  and  the  right  was  even  conceded 
to  parents  to  kill  their  children  who  persisted  iti  such  an  alliance. 
The  question  "was  submitted  to  the  See  of  Borne,  whether  a  free 
man  might  .put  away  a  wife  taken  from  the  servile  class,  and  take 
a  free  woman .  to  his  bed ;  and  Leo  responded  in  the  affirmative. 
The  contract  of  marriage  not  being  recognized  among  slaves,  none 
of  its  consequences  follow  from  the  contubemial  state  existing 
between  them.  {CcUlb  on  Slavery^  §§  273,  274.)  But  this  question 
has  ceased  to  be  of  much  interest  in  this  country,  as  slavery  no 
longer  exists  here;  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  inhuman  institu- 
tion  will  soon  be  abolished  throughout  the  civilized  world. 

§  643.  The  sixth  and  last  impediment  to  marriage,  is  a  prior 
marriage,  or  having  another  husband  or  wife  living,  in  which  case, 
besides  the  pains  and  penalties  consequent  upon  the  act  as  a  felony, 
the  second  marriage  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  absolutely  void. 
Such  is  the  common  law  upon  the  subject,  and  the  same  may 
probably  be  said  to  be  the  law  in  all  of  the  American  States  and 
territories,  except  the  territory  of  Utah.  Polygamy  is  condemned 
botli  by  the  law  of  the  New  Testament  and  the  policy  of  all 
Christian  states.  For  example,  by  the  statutes,  of  New  York,  it  is 
declared  that  no  second  or  subsequent  marriage  shall  be  contracted 
by  any  person  during  the  life-time  of  any  former  husband  or  wife 
of  such  person,  unless  the  marriage  with  such  former  husband  or 
wife  shall  have  been  annulled  or  dissolved  for  some  cause  other 
than  the  adultery  of  such  person ;  or  unless  such  Ibnner  husband 
or  wife  shall  have  been  finally  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  life ; 
and  every  marriage  contracted  in  violation  of  this  provision  shall 
be  absolutley  void;  except  that  if- any  person  whose  husband  or 
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wife  shall  have  absented  himself  or  herself  for  the  space  of  five 
Buocessive  years,  without  being  known  to  such  person  to  be  living 
during  that  time,  shall  marry  during  the  lifetime  of  such  absent 
husband  or  wife,  the  marriage  will  be  void  only  from  the  time  that 
its  nullity  shall  be  pronounced  by  a  court  of  competent  authority* 
And,  further,  no  pardon  granted  to  a  person  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment for  life  shall  restore  such  person  to  the  rights  of  any  previous 
marriage.  (2  Bev.  StaUpoH  2,  cA.  8,  tit.  1,  §§  5,  6,  7.  2  Stat,  at 
Zaryd,  144,  145.) 

Under- these  provisions  of  the  statute  it  has  been  held  that  when 
the  husband  has  been  absent  more  than  five  years,  and  his  wife  has 
contracted  a  second  marriage  in  good  faith,  her  husband  not  being 
known  to  her  to  be  living  within  the  five  years,  a  cohabitation 
with  the  second  husband  after  the  mistake  is  discovered  will  not 
entitle  the  first  husband  to  a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultCTy. 
The  last  marriage  being  voidable  merely,  but  not  void,  the  remedy 
of  the  first  husband  is  by  a  bill  to  annul  the  voidable  mairiage. 
( VaUeau  v.  VaUeau^  6  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  207.)  And  it  has  been 
further  held  tliat  such  second  man*iage  under  such  circumstances, 
can  be  declared  void  only  on  the  application  of  one  of  the  parties 
to  it,  during  the  life-time  of  the  other ;  and  that  it  cannot  be 
declared  void  collaterally,  after  the  death  of  the  first  husband  in 
actions  instituted  by  creditors.  {Oropaey  v.  McKefiney^  30  Barh, 
a.  47.     Vide  aUo  Oropsey  v.  Ogden,  11  N.  Y.  JR.  228.) 

In  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  the  statute  upon  the  subject, 
except  that  the  provision  with  respect  to  the  absence  of  one  of  the 
parties  under  the  circumstances  suggested  is  seven  years  instead  of 
five,  as  in  New  York.  {Gen.  Stat.  ch.  106,  §  4,  ch.  107,  §  30.  Vide 
Commonwealth  v.  Maah^  7  Met.  li.  472.) 

In  this  state  it  has  been  held  that  when  a  man  is  divorced  for 
adultery,  and  marries  again  during  the  life  of  his  former  wife,  his 
last  marriage  is  absolutely  void.  {Commonwealth  v.  JBunt^  4  Cush. 
JR.  99.)  But  when  a  marriage  in  this  state  is  entered  into  by  a 
woman  previously  married  in  another  state,  and  -then  divorced  for 
the  acts  of  the  husband  which  would  not  be  a  cause  of  divorce  in 
this  state,  it  was  held  that  the  last  marriage  was  valid,  although 
contracted  while  her  former  husband  was  still  living.  {Clark  v. 
ClarJe,  8  Otisk  R.  386.) 

In  the  State  of  Ohio,  the  provisions  of  the  statute  are  similar  to 
those  of  New  York  upon  the  subject,  except  that  the  absence  must 
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be  continual  and  willfdl  for  thi-ee  years  next  before  the  second 
marriage  in  order  to  justify  the  marriage.    (1  Hev.  Stat.  eh.  71,  §  1.) 

If  there  be  no  statute  regulation,  the  common  law  doctrine  will 
prevail ;  and  the  second  marriage,  while  the  first  remains  undis- 
solved by  a  competent  dourt,  or  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties, 
will  be  actually  void,  and,  being  void,  it  imposes  no  legal  restraint 
upon  the  party  imposed  upon  from  contracting  another,  though,  as 
has  been  well  said,  prudence  and  delicacy  impose  a  restraint  in 
such  case  until  the  fact  is  so  generally  known  as  not  to  be  a  matter 
of  doubt,  or  until  such  marriage  has  been  impeached  in  a  judicial 
proceeding,  whenever  that  may  be  done.  {Patterson  v.  Gaines^  6 
How.  U.  S.  E.  650,  592.  Vide  also  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  B. 
86.)  Of  course,  if  the  first  marriage  was  void,  it  is  no  impediment 
to  the  second ;  and,  unless  the  first  was  a  valid  marriage,  the 
parties  may  contract  a  second  without  procuring  a  judicial  sentence 
annulling  the  first. . 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  a  marriage 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  lex  loci  contractus.  Thus,  it  has  been 
held  in  the  State  of  New  York,  that  where  a  former  marriage  has 
been  dissolved  on  account  of  the  adultery  of  the  husband,  he  can- 
not contract  a  valid  second  marriage  during  the  life  of  the  former 
wife.  To  bring  a  case  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute,  and 
render  the  second  marriage  void,  it  is  enough  that  there  was  a 
prior  marriage,  and  that  the  former  wife  was  living  4it  the  time  of 
the  second  marriage.  It  is  not  material  that  the  former  marriage 
should  have  taken  place  within  the  state.  {Smith  r.  Woodworth^  4A 
Barb.  JR.  198.) 


CHAPTER  XL. 

PASTIES  TO  A  MABBIAGE — THEY  MUST  BE  WILLINO  TO  CONTRACT — 
DURESS — ^FRAUD-TERROR — ^P ARTIES  MUST  CONTRACT  IN  PROPER  FORM 
— ^VOID  AND  TOmABLB  MARRIAGES — ^IMPERFECT  MARRIAGE — ^HOW 
NULLIFIED— EFFECT  OF  THE  SENTENCE  OF  NULLriT. 

§  644.  The  parties  to  a  marriage  must  not  only  be  (Me  to  con- 
tract, but  they  must  be  willing  to  join  in  the  matrimonial  union. 
If  the  free  and  voluntary  assent  of  the  parties  in  contracts  pertain- 
ing to  the  ordinary  business  concerns  of  life  is  important  and 
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requisite  to  bind  the  parties,  much  more  is  it  in  a  contract  of 
marriage,  which  involves,  to  tiie  greatest  extent,  all  that  is  sacred 
and  enjoyable  in  social  life.  The  parties  must  be  perfectly  free  to 
give  their  consent  to  the  nuptials,  or  the  contract  will  not  be  bind- 
ing, and  the  marriage  may  be  avoided.  Upon  this  principle,  a  mar- 
riage contracted  by  a  party  under  compulsion  is  void,  because 
consent  is  the  essence  of  this,  as  it  is  of  all  contracts,  ,and  when 
there  is  compulsion  there  i^  no  consent-  Besides,  such  an  agree- 
ment would  be  founded  in  wrong^  and  would  be  void  on  that 
account.  The  violence  was  itself  an  injury  to  the  party  compelled 
to  give  his  assent,  and  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  violence  was 
used  cannot  be  permitted  to  establish  a  right  on  his  own  wrong 
doing.  The  consent  of  the  party  brought  about  by  force,  menace 
or  duress,  is  a  consent  only  mformy  and  is  of  no  legal  effect.  Tliis 
is  the  rule  as  applied  to  all  contracts,  and  it  finds  no  exception  in 
man'iage ;  and  the  same  principles  which  govern  the  question  of 
duress  in  other  contracts,  hold  good  in  their  application  to  mar- 
riage. It  is  not,  however,  all  cases  of  compulsion  or  coercion 
which  will  invalidate  the  marriage  contract,  it  must  amount  to 
duritieSy  or  duress,  and  this  may  be  either  actual  violence,  or 
threat.  As  civilization  has  advanced,  the  law  has  tended  much 
more  strongly  than  it  formerly  did  to  overthrow  every  thing  whidi 
is  built  upon  violence  or  threats  producing  fear.  In  the  time  of 
Csesar,  it  was  said  that  a  man  could  not  avoid  his  act  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  procured  by  the  fear  of  battery,  burning  his 
house,  taking  away  or  destroying  his  goods,  or  the  like ;  for  the 
reason  that  he  may  have  satisfaction  by  the  recovery  of  damages. 
But  this  is  not  the  rule  at  the  present  day,  and  especially  not  in  a 
case  of  marriage,  when  the  injured  party  cannot  be  compensated  in 
damages  for  the  wrong.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  contract  of 
marriage  procured  by  threat,  and  the  fear  of  personal  injury,  or  the 
destruction  of  property,  may  be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  duress. 
There  is  nothing  in  such  a  case  but  the  form  of  a  contract  with- 
out the  substance.  It  wants  the  voluntary  assent  of  the  part}'  to 
be  bound  by  it,  and  no  good  reason  can  be  assigned  for  upholding 
it.  So  cautiously  does  the  law  watch  over  all  contracts  that  it  will 
not  permit  any  to  be  binding  but  such  as  are  made  by  persons  per- 
fectly free,  and  at  full  liberty  to  make  or  refuse  such  contracts,  and 
that  not  only  with  respect  to  their  persons,  but  in  regard  to  their 
goods  and  chattels  also.     Contracts  to  be  binding  must  not  be 
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made  under  any  reetraint  or  fear  of  their  persons,  otherwise  they 
are  void.  (  Vide  Sasputas  v.  Jennings^  1  Bay*%  R,  470.  CoUins 
V.  Westbury^  2  ih.  211.  Nelson  v.  Suddarth^  1  lien.  <&  Mvmf.  R. 
350.  Fo%hay  v.  Fergerson,  5  HUVa  R.  164,  168.)  This  is  the  rule 
and  the  reasoning  in  ^ordinary  business  transactions,  and  it  applies 
with  equal  or  more  force  in  the  momentous  transaction  of  marriage. 
§  645.  But  the  rule  will  be  better  illustrated  by  a  reference  to 
cases  directly  in  point  upon  the  question  of  marriage.  The  maxim 
of  the  civil  law,  nuptias  nan  conouhUaa  aed  oonaensxie  facit^  has  been 
r^arded  as  a  good  definition  of  marriage,  and  mutual  consent  makes 
the  marriage  before  consummation,  but  the  consent  must  be  full  and 
free,  or  the  marriage  is  not  valid.  In  deciding  upon  the  question 
of  the  sufiiciency  of  the  QSserU  to  the  marriage,  the  court  will  look 
principally  to  the  facts  which  transpired  at  the  espousals ;  and  it 
has  been  held  that  the  circumstance  of  a  party  being  under  arrest 
as  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  is  not  enough  to  avoid  the 
contract  on  the  ground  of  duress.  This  decision  was  pronounced 
with  respect  to  a  case  where  the  husband  was  in  the  custody  of  an 
officer  on  a  proceeding  instituted  against  him  as  the  putative  father 
of  a  bastard  child  of  which  the  wife  was  pregnant,  and  while  he 
was  under  the  arrest,  the  nuptials  were  celebrated ;  biit  the  evi- 
dence was  very  satisfactory  that  the  parties  went  before  the  officer 
who  married  them  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  solemnizing  their 
matrimonial  contract,  and  yielded  their  several  consent  to  it.  It 
was,  of  course  understood  that  the  necessary  consequence  of  the 
marriage  was  a  discharge  from  the  arrest  and  from  any  liability  in 
the  proceeding,  but  that  was  no  reason  why  any  force,  fear  or 
threats  in  the  transaction  should  be  inferred.  The  court  felt  bound 
to  confine  their  attention  almost  exclusively  to  the  facts  attending 
the  espousals  before  the  magistrate,  and  in  doing  so  they  could  not 
say  that  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  husband  had  involved 
himself  in  difficulty  with  the  authorities  by  his  previous  connec- 
tion with  the  proposed  wife,  was  enough  to  show  that  he  did  not 
yield  his  full  and  free  assent  to  the  marriage  solemnized,  though 
he  may  have  taken  the  step  with  reluctance.  The  court  therefore 
lield  that  the  marriage  was  valid.  {Jackson  v.  Winne^  7  Wend.  R. 
47.)  But  if,  in  this  case,  it  had  clearly  appeared  that  the  husband 
submitted  to  the  marriage  by  reason  of  threats  of  injury  to  his 
person,  or  character  or  property,  made  at  the  time  of  the  espousals, 
the  result  would  have  been  different.    Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  treatise 
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on  marriage  and  divorce,  gives  the  substance  of  a  case  decided  by 
one  of  the  judges  of  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massaehnsetts, 
involving  this  question,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the  husband  had 
been  unlawfully  arrested  by  a  deputy  sheriff  at  the  instance  of  two 
selectmen,  and  taken  to  the  office  of  a  magistrate,  where  he  was 
charged  with  being  the  father  of  a  bastard  child  born  of  the  pro- 
posed wife,  and  the  selectmen  threatened  to  shut  him  up  in  jail 
and  imprison  him,  if  he  refused  to  marry  the  woman  who  was 
then  present,  or  pay  them  five  hundred  dollars,  all  which  threats 
were  made  while  he  was  held  in  close  custody  by  the  selectmen 
and  the  deputy  sheriff,  and  he,  being  unable  to  pay  the  money, 
and  through  fear  of  being  deprived  of  his  liberty,  and  while  sur- 
rounded by  the  deputy  sheriff  and  his  associates,  consented  to 
marry  the  woman,  and  while  still  continuing  in  the  custody  of 
the  deputy  sheriff,  the  marriage  ceremony  was  performed,  where- 
upon he  immediately  left  the  woman  and  never  had  connection 
with  her ;  it  appearing  also  as  a  fact  that  the  officer  at  the  time  of 
making  the  arr&st,  had  no  warrant  or  precept,  nor  had  he  any 
warrant  during  all  the  time  the  man  was  in  his  official  custody ; 
the  court  declared  the  marriage  null  and  void  for  duress  and  ille- 
gal restraint.  {Jones  v.  Smithy  1  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce^ 
§  213.)  Stress  was  however  laid  in  this  case  upon  the  fact  that 
^  the  arrest  and  restraint  were  without  process  and  illegal. 

And  in  another  case,  decided  by  the  supreme  judicial  court  of 
Massachusetts,  before  the  full  bench,  the  rule  was  laid  down  that  a 
promise  of  marriage  made  while  the  party  is  under  an  arrest  which 
is  illegal,  is  void ;  and,  further,  that  not  only  is  a  direct  promise 
void,  if  made  under  duress  and  an  illegal  arrest,  but  so  is  an  admis- 
sion thus  made  of  a  former  promise,  the  court  saying :  ^^  There  is 
no  distinction  between  a  promise  to  marry  and  an  acknowledgment 
that  such  promise  had  |)een  made  upon,  some  former  occasion,  upon 
which  the  rejection  of  the  former  and  the  admissibility  of  the  latter 
can  be  justified  and  defended.  The  general  principle  is  that 
neither  acts  done  nor  declarations  or  admissions  made  by  a  party 
under  duress  shall  be  allowed,  against  his  objection,  to  operate 
injuriously  to  him.  He  is  not  bound  by  a  contract,-  nor  held 
responsible  for  concessions  or  acknowledgments  made  in  such  an 
exigency.  He  may  avoid  his  deed,  when  so  executed,  if  he  will; 
and  the  law  will  reject  the  evidence  of  his  confessions,  if  objected 
to,  when  they  were  induced  by  means  of,  or  uttered  while  he  was 
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subject  to,  such  unlawful  Testraint.  It  is  the  prestimption,  'Sanc- 
tioned by  the  law,  that  confessions  made  under  such  circumstances 
are  the  result  of  tear,  apprehension,  and  of  the  consequences  to 
result  from  the  force,  violence,  or  compulsion  applied.  An<J  be- 
cause it  is  impossible  to  measure  the  extent  of  the  controlling 
influence  which  such  causes  may  eitert,  and,  of  course,  impossible 
to  determine  whether  any  or  what  reliance  ought  to  be  placed,  or 
what  effect  should  justly  be  given  to  rfcts  done,  or  to  declarations 
made  by  a  party  held  in  such  condition,  it  has  come  to  be  an 
established  principle  of  law  that  the  evidence  bf  whatever  has 
transpired  while  a  pai*ty  is  under  duress  shall,  upon  his  objection 
ad  to  the  party  by  whom  it  was  occasioned,  be  altogether  disal- 
lowed and  rejected."  {Tilley  v.'Damony  11  Cush.  H,  247,  251' 
And  vids  also  JSeffina  v.  Baldey^p  Cox^a  J?.  628.  S.  C.2  p&nr 
iso7h*9  Crown  Cases,  480.) 

The  case  of  Tilley  v.  Damon  was  an  action  for  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage,  but  the  principles  stated  apply  equally  to  the  mar- 
riage, where  the  same  has  never  been  subsequently  ratified,  or  the 
duress  waived. 

In  England  a  marriage,  though  celebrated  in  facte  ecclesicBj  wbs 
formerly  held  to  be  void  by  judges  of  the  common  law,  before  sen- 
tence of  nullity,  if  the  wife  were  under  duress,  though  such  a 
marriage  is  now  held  binding  until  its  nullity  is  declared  by  a  cotn- 
petent  court.  And,  in  a  very  early  case,  where  an  heiress  had 
consented  to  marriage,  but  the  consent  was  caused  by  precedent 
menaces,  the  defendant  had  judgment  to  die.  Hale,  treating  of  the 
case,  says  the  reason  she  gave  evidence  was,  first,  she  was  rescued, 
flagrante  criminey  before  she  was  defiled ;  second,  it  was  a  forced 
marriage,  and  so  no  marriage  dejure;  third,  no  cohabitation ; 
fourth,  there  was  concurrent  evidence  to  prove  the  whole  fact,  and 
she  was  a  good  witness,  being  but  a  wife  de  facto.  {Rex  ^.  Brown^ 
3  jffSJ.  R.  193.)  It  is  difiieult  to  conceive  of  a  reason  why  a  mar- 
riage, confessedly  the  most  important  of  all  contracts,  should  be 
held  valid  when  obtained  by  dureas,  while  all  other  contracts  are 
not  so ;  and,  whatever  difference  of  opinion  formerly  existed  Upon 
the  subject,  the  invalidity  of  such  a  marriage  is  now  universally 
conceded. 

§  646.  Another  instance  of  marriage  under  a  constraint  of  the 
will,  whereupon  the  consent  which  in  form  passes  is  no  consent  in 
fact,  is  where  the  party  is  induced  to  join  in  the  marriage  by  a 

lor 
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fraud.  It  is  not,  however,  every  misrepresentation  or  deception 
that  will  affect  the  validity  of  the  marriage.  The  law  presumes 
that  a  person  uses  due  caution  in  a  matter  in  which  his  happiness 
for  life  is  so  materially  involved  as  in  that  of  matrimony,  and  it 
therefore  makes  no  provision  for  the  relief  of  a  blind  crednlity, 
however  it  may  have  been  produced.  {Wakefield  v.  Maekay^  1 
Phmim.  JR.  134.) 

The  phrase  fraudulent  oontracty  in  common  parlance,  admits  of 
great  latitude  of  construction^  and  will  include  all  those  deceptive 
acts  to  which  the  sexes  t<x>  frequently  have  recourse,  with  a  view 
to  obtain  what  they  consider  an  advimtageons  connection;  by 
settitig  off  their  persons,  characters,  tempers,  circumstances  and 
connections  in  a  too  favorable  light ;  or  by  professions  of  ardent 
affection,  which  they  either  may  not  feel,  or  not  in  a  degree  equal 
to  what  they  profess.  These  acts,  though  they  meet  with  various 
degrees  of  indulgence,  according  to  circumstances,  are  still  incon* 
sistent  with  truth  and  sincerity ;  and  may  be,  and  often  are,  pro- 
ductive of  serioils  mischief;  they  partake  of  the  nature  of  fraud, 
and  a  marriage  grounded  on  them  is,  in  a  sense,  a  fraudulent  eon. 
tract.  If  the  phrase  be  taken  in  this  large  sense,  it  would  degrade 
the  marriage  contract,  which  in  its  original  design  and  institution 
was  to  continue  indissoluble  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  correlates, 
and  which  is  a  main  pillar  on  which  society  itself  is  founded,  to  a 
level  with  the  most  trifling  bargains.  This  aspect  is  not  tolerated 
by  the  courts.    (  Vide  Benton  v.  Benion^  1  Day^s  B.  111.) 

But  the  authorities  are  clear  that  where  there  is  actual  (rand  in 
the  transaction,  a  marriage,  like  all  other  contracts,  may  be 
avoided  by  the  party  injured.  In  a  case  in  the  late  court  of  chan- 
cery of  the  State  of  New  York,  it  was  expressly  decided  that  a 
marriage  procured  by  abduction,  terror  or  fraud  would  be  annulled 
by  the  court.  This  was  before  there  was  any  statute  there  declaring 
such  a  marriage  invalid.  The  chancellor  found  that  the  marriage 
in  the  case  was  procured  by  fraud,  saying  that  the  woman  bad 
been  entrapped  into  the  marriage  with  the  man  by  the  artifices 
which  he  employed  ;  and  though  she  gave  an  apparent  consent  at 
the  moment  of  the  celebration,  yet  it  fully  appeared  that  this  con- 
sent was  feigned,  and  that  it  was  the  effect  not  of  her  choice,  but 
of  her  terror.  The  complainant  had  never  consented  freely  to 
become  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  and  had  never  cohabited  with 
him ;  and  the  marriage  was  declared  to  be  a  foul  fraud  practiced 


THS  INSTITUTION  OF  MARRIAGE.  861 

upon  her  by  the  defendant,  and  on  that  ground  was  adjudged  to 
be  utterly  null  and  dissolved.  {FerUU  v.  Gcjarij  Hop.  Ch.  JR.  478.) 
In  the  argument  of  the  case  of  Ferlat  v.  Oqjon^  on  behalf  of  the 
complainant,  the  late  Mr.  Sampson,  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
most  forcibly  and  eloquently  remarked:  ^^Here  is  a  contract 
obtained  by  fraudulent  contrivance,  by  suppressions  of  the  truth 
and  suggestions  of  falsehood,  by  duress  and  by  surprise,  entered 
into  by  a  girl  of  nineteen,  in  a  moment  of  great  agitation  and 
apprehended  cftaager,  no  matter  whether  real  or  imaginary;  the 
consequences  of  whidi  must  blast  her  maiden  honor,  endanger  her 
virtue,  and  bring  her  tender  parent  who  bore  her,  with  anguish  to 
the  grave.  And  is  there  no  relief,  no  helping  hand,  no  mercy  or 
justice  in  the  law  {  Are  we  yet,  with  all  our  boasted  institutions, 
in  that  state  of  uncivilized  barbarity;  with  all  our  subtle  and 
refined  distinction,  with  all  our  infinity  of  books  and  cases,  can  we 
find  no  remedy  for  such  an  evil?  Must  fraud  and  conspiracy 
triumph  with  impunity,  and  youth  and  innocence  droop  and  decay, 
like  a  tender  blossom  on  a  wounded  stem,  and  no  one  be  found  to 
bind  it  up  or  shelter  it  \  Is  it  because  this  contract  is  so  holy,  and 
beyond  all  others  so  sacred,  that  our  laws  are  too  unholy  and  pro- 
fane tx>  meddle  with  it?  Must  our  judges,  for  very  reverence,  look 
on,  and  shutting  their  ears  to  the  cries  of  religion  and  humanity, 
turn  their  backs  upon  the  desolating  ruin  ?  Must  the  poor  victim 
of  iniquity  be  doomed  to  suffer  all  the  consequences  of  an  ill- 
omened  and  barren  union ;  be  bound  forever  to  honor  and  obey  one 
whom  she  cannot  honor  and  obey,  because  we  have  no  spiritual 
court,  no  doctors'  commons,  no  doctors  or  proctors?  Must  this  be 
the  answer  of  the  only  earthly  judge  to  whom  we  can  appeal? 
Address  your  complaint  to  the  great  Judge  of  judges ;  no  doubt 
your  prayers  will  find  grace  in  heaven ;  but  our  law  allows  you 
nothing  but  to  weep  and  to  despair ;  for  we  cannot  excommunicate, 
and  there  is  no  other  remedy."  The  difficulty  was  not  in  the  fact 
that  the  marriage  was  not  invalid,  but  as  to  where  was  the  proper 
forum  to  seek  the  remedy.  Now,  however,  the  statute  provides 
that  in  such  a  case  a  sentence  of  nullity  may  be  declared  by  the 
supreme  court.  Indeed,  that  part  of  the  ancient  common  law  of 
England  which  rendered  a  marriage  absolutely  void,  where  either 
of  the  parties  had  not  the  legal  capacity  to  contract  matrimony,  or 
where  there  was  in  fact  no  legal  consent  by  one  of  the  parties,  the 
same  haying  been  obtained  by  force  and  firaud,  and  never  afterward 
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Yolantarily  ftoquiesoed  in,  was  undoubtedlj  brought  to  this  oonntiy 
Vy  onr  anoeetors,  and  formed  a  part  of  the  colonial  law.  In  cneh 
oaeeSy  for  all  the  substantial  purposes  of  justice,  the  oourts  of  com- 
mon law  and  of  equity  in  England  had  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  ecclesiastical  courts.  Although  the  other  courts  yielded 
to  the  courts  Christian  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  declare  the 
nullity  of  the  marriage  by  a  direct  proceeding  between  the  parties, 
it  was  rather  on  the  ground  of  convenience  than  from  a  want  oi 
power  in  the  court  of  chancery  to  grant  similar  relief  to  the  par- 
ties.  The  court  of  chancery  and  courts  of  common  law  always 
exercised  the  power  to  determine  the  marriage  absolutely  roid, 
whenever  the  question  came  before  them  iq  any  collateral  proceed- 
ing. {BvUworth  v.  Bcisworth^  StyM  JR.  10.  Jiiddleaon  v.  Woffan^ 
Oro.  JEliz,  858.)  In  those  cases  the  sentence  of  the  ecclesiastical 
courts  does  not  dissolve  the  marriage,  inasmuch  as  no  lawful  mar- 
riage can  have  taken  place.  It  merely  declares  the  fact  of  marriage 
to  be  a  nullity.  The  marriage  act  declares  marriages  in  such  oases 
to  be  ijpeo  facto  void.  The  sentence  of  the  ecclesiastical  oourt  is 
declaratory  only ;  it  does  not  make  them  void.  [Bcfwz^r  v.  RiAr 
eUa^  1  Bdffff.  Con.  JR.  214.)  In  such  cases,  where  the  rights  of  the 
parties  existed  independent  of  any  peculiar  remedies  which  were 
intrusted  to  Uie  exclusive  cognizance  of  a  particular  court,  it  was 
competent  for  the  superior  courts  of  the  colony  to  administer  such 
relief  as  was  consistent  witJi  their  ordinary  forms  of  proceedings 
in  other  cases,  and  such  as  was  prot)er  under  the  circumstances  of 
each  case.  Jurisdiction  in  such  cases  is  usually  conferred  upon 
certain  specific  courts  by  statute  in  this  country ;  but  in  the 
absence  of  any  statutory  provision,  the  ordinary  courts  of  equity 
have  the  power  to  grant  the  proper  relief.  {Perry  v.  Perry^  3 
Paige'9  Ch.  R.  601,  604,  605.) 

§  647.  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  proposition  that  the  law 
regards  a  marriage  brought  about  by  fraud  as  invalid  if  the  fraud 
is  such  as  would  vitiate  any  other  contract,  unless  the  marriage  lias 
been  consummated  by  copulation.  (  Vide  Hartford  v.  Morris^  1 
Hogg.  Con.  B.  428.  PortsnunUh  v.  PortsmoiUh^  1  Hogg.  JEe.  R. 
358.  JoUg  V.  McGregor^  3  Wilem  cfe  Shavf%  R.  85.  Clark  v, 
Kdd>,  13  VL  R.  460.  Keyea.Y,  Keyee,  2  Foet.  [iV.  ^.]  R.  658. 
Rdbert9(m  v.  Cole,  12  Texna  R.  366.  IIvU  v.  H^iU^  6  Eng.  L.  and 
.JEq.  R.  689.  S,  C.  15  Jur.  710.)  In  an  early  case  before  the  late 
court  of  chancery  of  New  York,  the  chancellor  laid  down  the  rule 
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that,  independeiit  of  Btatotory  provision,  the  power  of  that  co&rt 
to  vacate  contracts  obtaioed  by  fraud  is  an  nnqoestioned  branch  of 
its  jurisdiction ;  a  gross  fraud  in  obtaining  a  marriage  falls  within 
such  jurisdiction,  and  the  court  adjudged  such  a  marriage  void. 
{Bur^  V.  £urtt8,  Hop.  Gh.  B.  667,  668.) 

In  a  more  recent  case  in  the  present  supreme  court  of  K^w  York, 
where  it  appeared  that  the  consent  of  a  minor  female  to  a  marriage 
contract  was  obtained  by  frauds  through  a  plot  of  the  pretended 
husband,  in  which  the  priest  shared  pretty  largely,  it  was  hdd  that 
the  marriage  was  a  nullity,  and  a  disgrace  to  the  men  concerned  in 
it.  The  consent  was  obtained  by  inflaming  the  brain  and  stupefy- 
ing the  senses  of  the  young  woman,  in  which  state  the  nuptials 
were  celebrated^  but  she  immediately  refused,  and  ever  after 
refused,  to  cohabit  with  her  pretended  husband,  Qr  to  acknowledge 
any  claims  on  his  part  in  tliat  or  any  otiier  character.  {Sloan  v. 
Kane,  10  Sow.  Pr.  B.  66.) 

,  And  in  a  case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  where  the  parties  were  white  persons,  and  the  complainant 
was  charged  by  the  oath  of  the  defendant  as  the  putative  father  of 
her  bastard  child,  and  the  complainant  thereupon,  believing  the 
child  to  be  his,  married  her  to  obtain  his  discharge  from  the  pro- 
ceedings against  him  under  the  bastardy  act,  and  he  subsequently 
ascertained  that  the  child  was  a  mulatto,  and  that  the  detbndant 
knew  that  fact  at  the  time  she  swore  it  to  be  his,  she  then  having 
been  delivered  and  saw  the  child ;  the  court  held  that  the  com- 
plainant was  entitled  to  a  decree  declaring  the  marriage  contract 
void,  on  the  ground  that  his  consent  was  obtained  by  fraud.  How- 
eyer,  if  a  party  knowing  that  he  cannot  be  the  father  of  a  bastftrd 
child,  is  induced  to  marry  the  mother  to  avoid  a  prosecution,  it  is 
no  ground  for  annulling  the  marriage  contract  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  although  he  should  afterward  be  able  to  establish  the  fact 
that  the  child  was  not  liis ;  and  although  it  is  legally  impossible 
that  a  white  man  should  have  a  mulatto  child  by  a  white  woman, 
yet  if  the  former,  before  the  birth  of  the  child,  believing  it  to  be 
his  child,  married  the  mother  on  the  ground  of  such  belief,  it  scetns 
he  cannot  have  a  decree  annulling  the  marriage,  notwitlistandfng 
her  concealment  of  the  fact  from  him  that  she  had  received  the 
embraces  of  a  negro  about  the  time  she  was  receiving  his.  The 
material  element  of  fraud  would  not  then  be  so  patent  But  if 
the  mother  knew  that  her  child  was  black  at  the  time  she  charged 
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the  man  T^ith  it,  no  person  ooold  believe  it  posBible  she  did  not 
intend  to  commit  ft  fraud  upon  him,  by  charging  him  as  the  father 
of  the  child,  when  she  had  the  most  satisfactory  reasons  for  believ- 
ing it  could  not  be  his,  but  that  it  was  in  fact  the  child  of  a  negro, 
with  whom  she  must  also  have  had  connection.  {Seott  v.  Skufddi^ 
5  Paige' %  Ch.  R.  43.)  This  case  of  BcM  v.  Shufeldt,  illustrates 
very  lucidly  the  principle  upon  which  a  marriage  will  be  regarded 
as  a  nullity  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  the  rules  by  which  the 
courts  are  governed  in  the  decision  of  such  cases.  {Vide  also 
Hoffman  v.  Hoffman^  30  Penn.  jB.  417.  Barenl  v.  Eimmd^  17 
Leg.  Ini,  100.)  In  a  later  case  in  the'supreme  court  of  Michigan, 
where  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  husband  several  years  after  the  mar- 
riage to  have  it  annulled  on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  the  alleged  fraud 
consisting  in  the  ^oman  passing  herself  off  as  chaste  when  she  was 
not,  and  the  bill  alleging  that  the  facts  had  just  come  to  the  Com- 
plainant's knowledge ;  several  children  had  been  bom  to  the  parties, 
and  were  still  living,  and  no  complaint  was  made  of  the  wife's 
oonduct  after  marriage ;  the  court  yety  properly  dismissed  the  bill 
as  unprecedented  and  shameful.  {Leamtt  v.  Zeavittj  5  Am.  I/no 
Beg.  [IT.  S.]  252.    JS.  0.  13  Mich.  462.) 

§  648.  It  is  generally  necessary  that  one  of  the  parties  is  impli- 
cated in  order  to  nullify  a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  the 
conspiracy  even  of  tliird  persons  will  not  in  general  have  the  effect 
to  invalidate  the  marriage  when  the  party  to  the  marriage  was  not 
one  of  the  conspirators.  Upon  this  subject,  Lord  Stowell  said : 
^  I  will  not  lay  it  down  that  in  no  possible  case  can  a  marriage  be 
set  aside  on  the  ground  of  having  been  effected  by  conspiracy. 
Suppose  three  or  four  persons  were  to  combine  to  effect  such  a 
purpose  by  intoxicating  another  and  marrying  him  in  that  perverted 
state  of  mind,  this  court  would  not  hesitate  to  annul  a  marriage  on 
dear  proof  of  such  a  cause  connected  with  su<!h  an  effect  Not 
many  cases  occur  to  me  in  which  the  co-operation  of  other  persona 
to  produce  a  marriage  can  be  considered,  if  the  party  was  not  in  a 
state  of  disability,  natural  or  artificial,  which  created  a  want  of 
reason  or  volition,  amounting  to  an  incapacity  to  contract"  {S^ 
Uvan  V.  SuOimn,  2  Biagg.  Con.  B.  238,  246.) 

In  a  recent  case  in  the  State  of  Vermont,  the  court  declared  a 
marriage  void  on  the  ground  principally,  that  it  was  effected 
through  the  conspiracy  of  third  persons.  The  court  said :  **  We 
are  satisfied  that  the  form  of  marriage  was  brought  about  between 
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-these  parties,  chiefly  through  the  instrumentality  of  certain  inhah- 
itants  of  Moretown,  who  had  chai^  of  maintaining  the  town's 
poor,  for  the  purpose  of  changing  the  settlement  of  the  petitioner, 
and  to  effect  this  they  promised  the  husband  $100,  and  paid  him 
$60 ;  that  his  purpose  was  not  to  contract  in  good  faith,  a  marriage, 
but  to  get  money  and  revenge  an  imaginary  grievance  against  Mid- 
dlesex, and  abandon  the  petitioner,  which  he  did  in  about  three 
weeks.  She  is  a  cripple,  feeble  both  in  body  and  mind,  and  was 
wholly  at  the  disposal  of  those  who  had  her  in  charge.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  lay  down  any  general  rule  in  regard  to  the  precise  character 
of  fraud  which  will  render  ^ull  a  marriage  contract.  But  we  are 
reluctant  to  say  that  such  a  transaction  as  the  present  is  to  receive 
the  countenance  of  the  courts  of  the  state.  It  would,  we  think, 
be  of  evil  example.  The  transaction  possesses  no  one  feature  of  a 
marriage  contract  but  the  ceremony.  The  cohabitation,  so  long  as 
it  continued,  seems  to  have  been,  on  the  part  of  the  petitioner,  the 
result  of  ^he  general  imposition ;  and  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
a  part  of  the  attempted  villainy.  A  decree  of  nullity,  if  it  have 
no  other  good  effect  (and,  as  to  the  parties,  it  seems  to  be  of  no 
great  impi  rtance,  both  being  virtual  paupers),  will  deprive  the 
conspirators  of  the  wages  of  their  iniquity,  and  be  of  good  example 
to  others.  We  are  not  satisfied  there  was  any  such  duress  in  the 
case  as  to  justify  a  decree  of  nullity.  But  one  of  the  chief  actors 
testifies  that  he  told  the  petitioner  the  laws  were  so  altered  that  the 
town  authority  said  tliey  had  a  right  to  marry  paupers  to  whom 
they  saw  fit ;  and  the  petitioner  testifies  that  she  believed  it,  and 
supposed  that  if  sbe  refused  to  snbmit  to  the  marriage  she  should 
be  left  to  starve.  It  is  impossible  to  know  how  much  such  badinage 
might  have  influenced  so  simple  a  creature  in  the  outset ;  but  we 
are  not  satisfied  she  finally  acted  under  the  delusion,  and  still  she 
might  have  done' so.  Petition  gran  ted.''  {Barnes  v.  Wyethe^  28 
VL  IL  41.) 

This  was  an  extreme  case,  and  it  is  quite  probable  that  the 
apparent  duress  and  want  of  mental  capacity  in  the  petitioner  had 
something  to  do  in  producing  the  decision  of  the  court.  Usually, 
if  the  party  is  capable  of  consenting  to  the  marriage,  and  has  con- 
Bented,  the  law  does  not  ask  how  the  consent  was  induced.  His 
own  consent,  however  procured,  is  his  own  act,  and  he  must  impute 
all  the  consequences  resulting  from  it  either  to  himself  or  to  odiers 
whose  happiness  he  ought  to  have  consulted,  to  his  own  responsi- 
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bilitj  tor  that  consent  The  law,  looks  no  further  back,  provided 
always  that  the  party  has  not  bQ^n  wantonly  deceived.  (  Vide 
StMvom  V.  Sullivan^  2  JSagg.  Cotk  E.  238,  247.  Ben  v.  Minr 
ahull^  1  Nev.  (&  Manning*a  H.  277.) 

When  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  supplies  a  tiiird  penon 
with  the  means  of  perpetrating  the  frauds  or  when  lie  is  in  any 
way  intentionally  instrumental  in  the  fraud  practiced  by  a  third 
person^by  which  the  marriage  is  effected,  he  is  himself  responsible 
for  the  fraud,  and  the  marriage  may  be  avoided  on  tliat  groond. 
Whea  a  person  knowingly  takes  the  benefit  of  the  fraudulent  a^ts 
of  another,  he  adppt^  the  act  including^  the  fraud.  (  Vide  Maaon  v, 
Croshi/y  1  Woodbury  c6  Minors  li,  342.  Fieher  v.  JBoody,  1  Cksrk 
a  G.  206.    WiUon  v.  Green,  25  Vt  R.  460.) 

§  649.  Somet^imes.  the  question  of  annulling  a  marriage  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  is  regulated  by  statute.  Thus,  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  the  statute  provides. that  a  marriage  may  be  annulled  on  the 
groi^nd  that  the  consent  of  one  of  the  parties,  was  obtained  by  force 
or  fraud,  during  the  life-time  of  the  parties,  or  one  of  them,  on 
the  application  of  the  party  who^e  consent  was  so  obtained,  or 
of  the  pareoJt  or  guardian  of  such  party,  or  of  some  relative 
intrusted  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  marriage.  {^.Refo,  St(U, 
pdrtSyCL  6JU.  1,  §  30.  2  JSiat.  at  large,  J49.)  Under  this  statute 
it  has  been  held  that  if  the  defendant  in  the  action  by  the  husband 
to  annul  a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  is  an  idiot^  the  com- 
plainant must  procure  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  to 
appear  and  defend  the  suit  for  the  wife ;  and  when  no  guardian 
ad  litem  Is  appointed  for  the  defendant  in  such  a  case,  tlie  com- 
plainant will  derive  no  benefit  from  the  tacit  admission  of  the  frand 
charged  in  the.  bill,  arising  from  tlie  wife's  suffering  such  bill  to  be 
taken  as  confessed  against  her,  A  court  of  equity  will  not  annul 
a  marriage  contract  as  having  been  fraudulent  upon  the  mer6 
admission  by  the  defendant  of  the  fact  charged  in  the  bill. 

The  further  point  was  settled  in  the  case,  that  a  ^^uit  to  annul 
such  a  marriage  must  be  brought  within  six  years  after. tlie  dis- 
covery, by  the  aggrieved  party,  of  the  facts  constituting  tite  fraud ; 
that  the  meaning  of  the  provision  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  suits 
of  that  nature,  which  declares  that  a  marriage  may  be  annulled  on 
account  of  force  or  fraud,  during  the  U/e4ime  <^  thepartiee,  or  one 
of  them,  is  not  that  the  suit,  can  be  brought  at  any  distance  of 
timQ  ai^r  the  right  to  institute  it  occurred,  provided  either  of  the 


/ 


THE  INSTTTVTTON  OP  MARRIAGE.  867 

parties  \b  still  living)  but  that  the  suit  can  only  be  brought  during 
th&  life-time  of  the  partis,  or  during  the  life  of  one  of  them,  and 
not  afterward.  {Montgomery  v.  Montgomery^  3  BarK  Ch,  Hi  132.) 
The  common  law  mak^s  the  marriage  a  nullity,  which  is  produced 
by  the  perpetration  of  a  fraud  upoii  one  of  the  parties  by  the  other ; 
but  the  practice  in  procuring  a  judicial  sentence  declaring  the 
nullity  of  the  marriage  i^  usually  regulated  by  statute. 

§  650.  Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Frader,  in  his  excellent  treatise  on 
the  domestic  rielations,  observes :  ^^  IVatid,  in  the  constitution  of  the 
contract  of  Carriage,  renders  it  void.  Force  implies  ^%^aZ  eon-. 
straint  of  the  will;  fraud,  some  OTerTuling  wt^^rai  necessity^  whereby 
a  certain  state  of  the  T(^iU  is  brought  about  which  would  not  have 
80  been  without  deceit.  In  bpth  cases  the  result  is  the'  same, 
although  the  constraint  employed  operates  differently*  And  as  to 
both,  morality  and  law  visit  the  deed  with  the  same  condemnation.'' 
And  after  citing  several  cases  where  the  fraud  was  practiced  upon 
parties  who  were  certainly  capable  of  marriage,  but  who,  from 
their  youth,  were  peculiarly  liable  to  be  deceived,  and  the  nuptials 
were  nullifiod,  he  adds:  '^ There  are,  however,  cases  where,  with 
regard  to  persons  of  mature  age,  fraud  in  obtaining,  the  consent 
to  the  contract  has  been  held  sufficient  to  annul  the.  pretended 
marriage.  The  cases  in  which  this,  has  been  sustained  are  of  this 
nature :  The  woman  gets  the  man  into  some  retired  place,  for  the 
purpose  of  carnal  connection,  and  then,  before  this  is  allowed  to 
proceed,  she  obtains  from  him  a  promise  of  marriage,  and  copula 
immediately  follows.  8he  has,  at  the  same  time,  two  or  three 
witnesses  stationed  so  as  to  hear  the  promise,  but  concealed  from 
the  man.  The  consent  here  has  been  obtained  in  ceetu  amoris^ 
without  any  intention  on  his  part,  she  well  knowing  it,  of  entering 
into  njarriage,  and  where,  if  he  had  known  that  there  were  wit- 
nesses to  the  transaction,  he  would  not  have  made  the^  promise. 
The  marriage,  therefore,  being  brought  about  by  the  fraudulent 
contrivance  of  the  woman,  the  court  has  refused  in  such  cases  to 
sustain."    (1  Fras.  Dom.  Eel.  234-287.) 

Upon  the  same  subject  Mr.  Bishop  says :  "  In  all  cases  where 
the  party  entering  into  the  form  of  marriage  gives  no  real  consent, 
because  the  will  is  overpowered  by  the  arts  of  cunning,  or  the 
force  of  menace,  or  by  any  otlier  means,  the  marriage  remains  a 
nullity  until,  as  it  sometimes  happens,  the  will,  in  a  disenthralled 
condition,  affirms  the  marriage.    Therefore  it  has  been  held  that^ 
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if  one-knowing  the  law  entrap  another  ignorant  of  it  into  a  cere- 
monj,  valid  in  form,  before  a  magistrate  or  minister  of  the  gospel, 
under  the  representation  of  its  not  being  binding,  which  repne- 
sentation  is  believed,  and  if  the  party  deceived  do  not  intend  it 
shall  be  followed  by  cohabitation  witliout  a  further  public  cere> 
mony,  and  it  is  not  so  followed,  the  marriage  is  void.  And  the 
remark  has  been  made  that  there  may  be  extraordinary  cases  in 
which  such  marriage  would  be  invalid  after  consummation."  (1 
Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce^  §  205.  Vide  also  Mouni 
EoUey  V.  And(yoer,  11  Yt  B.  226.  Olarh  v.  Fidd,  13  H.  460. 
Robertson  v.  Cowdry^  2  West,  Law  Jowr.  191.) 

If  a  person  of  a  bad  character  palms  himself  off  as  a  pei'son 
of  good  character  by  a  false  name,  known  by  repntation  to  the  per- 
son to  whom  he  offers  himself,  and  the  party  marries  him  under 
that  deception,  the  marriage  is  a  nullity.  The  fact,  however,  of 
the  assumed  name  does  not  vitiate  the  marriage,  provided  there  is 
no  deception  with  respect  to  the  real  identity  of  the  person  bearing 
such  assumed  name.  {Rex  v,  Burton-wpon-Trent^  3  Moore  & 
ScoU's  R.  537.  Befer  v.  Eefer^  Ih.  265.  Clowes  v.  Clowes^  3 
Curt  Eg.  R.  185,  191.)  .When  one  person  is  actually  substituted 
for  another,  in  case  of  marriage,  Chancellor  Kent  says :  "  This 
would  be  a  palpable  fraud,  going  to  the  substance  of  the  contract, 
and  it  would  be  difScult  to  state  a  case  in  which  error,  simply,  and 
without  any  other  ingredient  as  to  the  parties,  or  one  of  them  in 
respect  to  the  other,  would  vitiate  the  contract.  It  is  well  under- 
stood that  error,  and  even  disingenuous  representation,  in  respect 
to  the  qualities  of  one  of  the  contractiug  parties,  as  to  his  con- 
dition, rank,  fortune,  manners  and  character  would  be  insuffi- 
cient. The  law  makes  no  provision  for  the  relief  of  a  blind 
credulity,  however  it  may  have  been  produced."  (2  KenvCs  Comr 
mentariesy  77.) 

.  §  651.  In  all  these  cases  of  duress,  fraud,  or  mistake  in  respect 
to  the  marriage  of  parties,  it  may  be  affirmed  as  a  general  rule  that 
the  marriage  is  valid  so  long  as  it  is  acquiesced  in  by  both  parties. 
Again,  the  guilty  party  cannot  procure  a  sentence  of  nullity  on  Lis 
ovm  personal  application,  and  the  injured  party  may  ratify  the 
marriage  by  a  free  and  voluntary  coliabitation  after  the  error  or 
fraud  is  discovered,  or  the  duress  is  at  an  end.  (SMe  v.  Murpkjfj 
6  Ala.  R.  765.  ScoU  v.  Schufddt^  5  Paige's  R.  43.  1  mdujp  on 
Marriage  and  DvoorcCy  %  214.) 
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This  matter  is  frequently  regulated  by  statute.  For  example, 
in  the  State  of  New  York  it  is  j^rovided  that  ^^  no  marriage  shall  be 
annolled  on  the  ground  of  force  or  fraud  if  it  shall  appear  that  at 
any  time  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  there  was  a  volun* 
tary  cohabitation  of  the  parties  as  husband  and  wife,  nor  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  where  there  was  such  voluntary  cohabitation  with 
fall  knowledge  of  the  facts  constituting  the  fraud."  (2  Bev.  St<it, 
paH  2,  eh.  8,  iit.  1,  §  31,  2  StaL  at  Large,  14&.)  The  rule  with 
respect  to  all  contracts  procured  by  fraud,  error,  or  duress,  is,  that 
the  injured  party  may  waive  the  wrong  and  ratify  the  contract, 
after  which  it  is  too  late  to  repudiate  it,  or  seek  to  nullify  it. 
(  Vide  Morris  v.  Morris,  WrigMs  R.  680.  MiUer^s  appeal,  30 
Penn.  Ji.  478.  CHlmer  v.  Ware,  19  Ala.  R.  252.  Thompson  v. 
Lee,  81  ih.  292.  GxUzwUler  v.  Laokrrum,  23  Mo.  R.  168.  Oallo- 
way  V.  Holmes,  1  Doug^\Mich^  R.  830.) 

Where  both  parties  are  equally  in  the  wrong,  the  law  will  never 
lend  its  aid  to  either.  The  maxim  in  such  a  case  is,  in  pari  delicio 
potior  est  conditio  de/endantis,  and  it  will  apply  as  well  in  cases 
of  marriage  as  in  other  transactions.  (  West/all  v.  Jones  23  Barb. 
R.  9.  White  v.  Orew,  16  Geo.  R.  416.  MiUer  v.  Marckle,  21  M. 
R,  152.    Pvnchston  v.  Sevan,  3  Jones^  Eg.  R.  494.) 

§  652.  Lastly,  the  parties  must  not  only  be  Me  and  toilling  to 
contract  matrimony,  but  all  of  the  requirements  of  law  respecting 
the  nuptials  must  be  complied  with.  In  other  words,  the  parties 
must  actually  contract  themselves  in  due  form  of  law,  to  make  a 
good  and  valid  civil  marriage.  What  observances  are  requisite  in 
the  celebration  of  a  marriage  has  been  fully  discussed  in  several 
sections  of  a  preceding  chapter  {ante,  §§  622-682),  and  it  is  hardly 
necessary  to  dwell  upon  the  subject,  here.  Su£Sce  it  to  say,  that  in 
no  case  can  a  marriage  be  avoided  by  reason  of  the  non-compliance 
of  the  parties  with  any  given  ceremony  or  form  in  its  solemnization, 
unless  the  statute  makes  the  same  a  pre-requisite  to  a  valid  mar- 
riage. In  most  of  the  states  the  marriage  is  held  to  be  valid  and 
binding  notwithstanding  it  is  entered  into  with  no  rites  or  cere 
monies.  {Clark  v.  Clark,  10  iT.  IT.  R.  883.)  And  a  valid  mar- 
riage may  exist  without  any  formal  solemnization.  {Clayton  v. 
Warden,  4  Jf.  Y.  R.  280.)  At  all  events,  a  precise  compliance 
with  all  the  requirements  of  law  is  never  deemed  necessary  to  the 
validity  of  the  marriage ;  and  in  some  important  provisions  it  has 
been  held  that  a  disregard  of  them  might  be  punishable,  but  did 
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not  vitiate  the  marriage.  For  example,  bj  the  statutes  of  New 
York,  it  is  provided  that  marriages  shall  be  solemnized  only  by 
ministers  of  the  gospel  and  certain  specified  civil  magistrates,  asd 
if  tiie  same  is  solemnized  contrary  to  a  certain  provision  of  the 
statute,  the  minister  or  magistrate  officiating  is  deemed  gnihy  of  a 
misdemeanor  (2  E&v.  Stat,  part  2^  ok.  6,  tit.  1,  §§  8, 11, 12 ;  2  Stat 
at  Zaryey  145,  146) ;  and  yet  the  courts  hold  that  the  marriage 
may  be  valid  without  any  solemnization  at  all.  {Clayton  v.  Warddl^ 
4  JiT.  T.  B.  280.) 

Again,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  the  statute  requires  the 
scdemnization  of  marriages  by  ministers  of  the  gospel  and  certain 
magistrates,  and  they  are  prohibited,  under  a  heavy  penalty,  from 
solemnizing  marriages  of  males  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  or 
of  females  under  eighteen  years  of  age,  widiont  the  consent  of 
their  parents  or  guardians ;  and  yet  the  <^urts  in  that  state  hidd 
that  the  effect  of  these  and  similar  statutes  is  not  to  render  such 
marriages  void,  although  the  statute  provisions  have  not  been  com* 
plied  with.  The  courts  hold  that  sudi  statutes  are  intended  as 
directory  only  upon  ministers  and  magistrates,  and  to  prevent, 
as  far  as  possible,,  by  penalties  on  them,  the  solemnization  of  mar- 
riages, when  the  prescribed  conditions  and  fcHinalities  have  not 
been  fulfilled.  {Parton  v.  Hervey^  1  Gray^a  H,  119.)  In  the  lan- 
guage of  Parsons,  Ch.  J.,  ^^When  a  justice  or  minister  diall 
solemnize  a  marriage  between  piuties  who  may  lawfally  many, 
although  without  the  consent  of  the  parents  or  guardians,  such 
marriage  would  unquestionably  be  lawful,  although  tlie  oflSeer 
would  incur  the  penalty  for  a  breach  of  duty,"  {Milford  v.  Woi^ 
oeatery  7  Mass.  li.  48,  54,  56.) 

On  the  contrary,  in  Maine,  where  clergymen  are  authorized  by 
statute  to  solemnize  marriages,  if  *^  a  stated  and  ordained  minii^ier 
of  tlie  gospel,  duly  appointed  and  confirmed  for  that  purpose  bv 
thQ  governor  and  council,  for  the  county  in  which  he  resides,^'  it 
was  held  that  ^'  a  marris^e  solemnized  by  a  minister  at  his  own 
house,  neither  of  the  parties  residing  in  that  town,  was  void,  as 
beiiig  against  the  express  provisions  oT  the  statute,  althongli  Bot 
expressly  declared  to  be  vpid  by  the  statute."  {Ligonia  v.  Baxter. 
2  Oreenl.  B.  102.)  So,  also,  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  the  supreme 
court  has  decided  that  ^'  to  constitute  a  valid  marriage  under  the 
statutes,  two  things  are  essentially  necessary :  first,  a  lawful  and 
proper  authority  Sot  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage;  second*  a 
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solemnization  of  the  iaamag0,  and  performance  of  the  marria^ 
ceremony  by  a  person  duly  qualified  by  the  acts  of  assembly  of 
North  Carolina  and  Tennessee,  in  force  in  the  latter  state.  If 
a  marriage  be  celebrated,  therefore,  wiihotLt  the  lioenae  prescribed 
by  these  acts,  or  in  its  absence^  without  a  lawful  certificate  of  the 
publication  of  the  bans  of  niarriage,  it  is  illegal  and  void,''  as 
being  in  contravention  of  a  positive  statute;  the  judge  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  maintaining  ^^  that  though  there 
are  no  prohibitory  words  in  a  statute,  yet,  if  the  act  is  forbidden 
under  a  penalty^  a  contract  to  do  it  is  void."  {BcLshaw  v.  State  of 
Tennessee^  1  Yerg,  H.  177.  Vide  aleo  State  v.  Griaham,  2  ti.  689.) 
But,  as  before  liinted,  the  weight  of  authority  is  in  flavor  of  the 
ru!e  that  in  the  absence  of  any  provision  of  law  declaring  marriages 
not  celebrated  in  a  prescribed  manner,  or  between  parties  of  certain 
ages,  absolutely  void,  all  mamages  regularly  made  according  to 
the  common  law,  are  valid  and  binding,  although  had  in  violation 
of  the  specific  regulations  imposed  by  statute.  This  is  the  general 
doctrine  of  the  courts,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England.  {Par'^ 
tath  V.  Serve^y  1  Gray^s  M.  119  Milford  v.  Worcester ^  7  Mom.  B. 
48.  Loiidonderry  v.  Chester^  2  iV.  M.  R.  268-  Haritz  v.  Sealey^  6 
Binn.  R.  405.  Tke  King  v,  Birmingham^  15  Eng.  C.  Z.  B.  161. 
CxMerell  v.  Sweetma/n,^  1  Robertson^ e  R,  304.)  Of  course,  when  civil 
government  has  established  r^ulations  for  the  due  celebration  of 
marriages,  it  is  the  duty  as  well  as  the  interest  of  all  the  citizens  to 
conform  to  such  regulations.  A  deviation  from  them  may  tend 
to  introduce  fraud  and  surprise  in  the  contract ;  or  by  a  celebration 
without  witnesses,  the  vilest  seduction  may  be  practiced  under  the 
pretext  of  matrimony.  Nevertheless,  the  marriage  may  be  valid, 
though  solemnized  without  conforming  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  requiring  the  publication  of  the  bans,  the  previous  consent 
of  parents  or  guardians,  and  the  like;  provided,  that  in  all  cases 
that  the  actual  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  must  be 
expressed  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  when  required  by  the 
statute,  in  the  presence  of  a  minister  or  magistrate,  the  law  may 
forbid  a  particular  form  or  method  of  solemnization  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  yet  the  parties  may  disregard  It,  and  interchange  with 
each  other  their  mutual  consent  in  any  other  form,  and  they  will 
thereby  be  constituted  husband  and  wife. 

•  §  653.  It  must  be  understood  that  all  irregular  or  unlawful  mar- 
riages are  not  absolutely  void ;  some  may  be  valid  and  binding, 
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tmtil  repudiated  by  the  parties,  or  actnaltynnlKiied  by  the  sentence 
or  decree  of  a  coart  of  competent  jurisdiction;  while  others  «re 
null  Mid  yoid  from  the  be^nning.  There  k  a  great  difference 
between  a  void  and  voidable  marriage,  which  it  is  importMt  I0 
notice.  A  void  marriage  is  at  all  times  a  nullity,  and  binds  no 
one,  and  is  not  valid  for  any  legal  purpose  whatever ;  it  leaves  the 
parties  to  it  in  just  the  same  situation,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
as  though  there  had  been  no  pretended  marriage  at  all.  In  such 
cases,  if  the  parties  cohabit,  they  are  adulterers  and  fornicators,  and 
their  offspring,  if  they  have  any,  are  bastards.  But  a  voidable 
marriage  is  valid  for  all  civil  purposes,  and  binding  upon  the 
parties  so  long  as  it  is  acted  upon  and  recognized  by  them^  and 
until  its  nullity  is  declared  Xij  a  competent  tribunal ;  and  if  the 
marriage  has  not  been,  dissolved  by  sentence  or  decree  during 
the  joint  lives  of  the  parties,  it  will  be  too  late  to  apply  for  its 
avoidance,  and  consequently  the  survivor  will  be  entitled  to 
curtesy,  dower,  and  the  other  rights  of  a  surviving  husband  or 
wife.  If  the  parties  cohabit,  their  cohabitation,  especially  as  to 
those  who  are  innocent,  is  proper  and  lawful,  and  their  ofllBpring, 
if  they  have  any,  are  respected  as  legitimate ;  and  when  the  mar- 
riage is  dissolved,  the  court  usually  decrees  the  custody  of  the  issue 
to  the  innocent  parent,  and  makes  a  provision  for  their  education 
and  maintenance  out  of  the  estate  and  property  of  the  guilty  party. 
When  a  voidable  marriage  is  set  aside,  it  is  rendered  void  <J>  initio^ 
with  the  exceptions  sometimes  in  favor  of  the  innocent  party,  and 
the  issue  of  the  marriage.  {Perry  v.  Perry ^  2  Paige^e  6%.  R, 
501.  AuglUte  v.  Aughiisj  1  Phillim.  J?.  201.  Benham  v. 
Badgly^  2  GiWe  2i,  622.)  The  difference  between  void  and 
voidable  acts  is  so  important  that  it  lic«  at  the  foundation  of  the 
rights  of  parties  in  all  cases  of  marriage.  The  general  rule  is  that 
all  canonical  disabilities  make  the  marriage  voidable,  unless  a 
statute  otherwise  direct,  and  not  ipso  facto  void ;  but  cwU  disabili- 
ties make  the  marriage  void  oft  initio^  not  merely  voidable.  This 
is  then  generally  the  test :  if  the  disability  is  canonical  merely,  the 
marriage  is  voidable  only ;  but  if  civil,  it  is  absolutely  void.  {EUict 
V.  Gurr,  2  PhUlim.  B.  16.  Bex  v.  Wroxton,  4  Bam.  cfe  Ad,  B,  640. 
S.  C.  24  Bnff.  0.  Z.  B.  131.  Jaquee  v.  The  PubUc  Administrator, 
1  Brad.  B.  499.) 

§  654.  The  commiCixZ  impediments  to  marriage  are  consanguinity; 
affinity,  impotence  and  the  like,  and  they  render  the  marriage  void- 
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able  only.  Thus,  in  a  case  where  the  widow  claimed  dower,  and  it 
was  ni*ged  against  her  demand  that  she  was  niece  to  her  deceased 
husband's  first  wife,  the  objection  was  overruled  by  the  court, 
because  the  marriage  was  not  annulled  during  the  husband's  life. 
{Remingtcn^9  coMy  Noy*d  H.  29.)  And  in  another  case,  where 
parties  within  the  prohibited  d^rees  had  married,  and  the  mar- 
riage had  not  been  declared  void  during  the  life  of  the  wife,  it  was 
held  that  the  huahand  surviving  was  entitled  to  the  administration 
of  the  wife's  effects.    {Elliott  v.  Otirr,  2  PhiUim,  R.  16.) 

The  ciyil  impediments  to  marriage  are  prior  marriage,  want  of 
age,  idiocy,  lunacy  and  the  like,  and  these  make  the  contract  void 
db  initio.  Those  disabilities  do  not  dissolve  a  contract  already 
made,  but  they  render  the  parties  incapable  of  contracting  at  all ; 
they  do  not  put  asunder  those  wbo  are  joined  together,  but  they 
previously  hinder  th»  junction,  and  if  any  persons  under  jbhese 
legal  incapacities  come  together,  it  is  a  meretricious  and  not  a 
matrimonial  union,  and,  therefore,  no  sentence  of  avoidance  is 
necessary.  {EIUoU  v.  Ourr^  supra.  Hemming  v.  Price^  12  Mod. 
JR.  432.)  A  sentence  of  divorce  in  such  cases  is  only  declaratory 
that  the  marriage  is  dissolved,  for  it  was  absolutely  void  before^ 
and  either  of  the  parties  might  marry  again,  though  the  other  was 
living.  {AyliJVs  Paregony  229.  Anghtie  v.  Augktie^  1  Phillim. 
JR.  201.)  This  is  the  view  that  the  law  takes  of  the  subject,  but 
strictly  speaking  a  marriage  entered  into  by  a  person  under  the 
age  of  consent,  or  by  a  lunatic,  cannot  be  said  to  be  void^  because 
it  may  be  ratified  after  the  party  becomes  of  full  age,  or  sane,  as 
the  case  may  be,  without  any  new  celebration  of  the  nuptials; 
simply  a  voluntary  cohabitation  of  the  parties  after  the  disability 
ceases  is  generally  a  ratification  of  the  marriage,  and  makes  it  valid. 
The  same  rule,  as  we  have  before  seen,  exists  in  the  case  of  fear, 
error,  or  fraud ;  cohabitation  after  the  duress  is  removed,  or  the 
error  or  ft'aud  is  discovered,  makes  the  marriage  good. 

§  655.  With  respect  to  the  difference  between  void  and  voidable 
marriages,  a  very  able  and  learned  judge  of  North  Carolina  has 
said  :  "  There  is  a  distinction  in  the  law  between  void  and  voidable 
marriages,  when  even  they  were  regularly  solemnized.  The  latter, 
which  are  sometimes  called  marriages  defactOj  are  such  as  are  con- 
tracted between  persotis  who  have  capacity  to  contract,  but  are 
forbidden  by  law  from  contracting  with  each  other ;  as  to  which, 
therefore,  there  was  a  jurisdiction  in  the  spiritual  courts  to  declare 
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the  nullity  of  the  marriage.  But  until  the  nullity  was  thus 
declared,  as  an  existing  marriage  it  was  recognized  as  valid  both 
in  the  canon  and  common  law;  and  as  there  can  be  no  proceed- 
ing in  the  ecclesiastical  court  against  the  parties  after  their  death, 
or  that  of  one  of  them,  that  event  virtaalW- makes  the  marriage 
good  ab  initio  to  all  intents,  and  the  wife  and  husband  may  hare 
dower  and  curtesy,  and  the  issue  will  be  l^itimate.  {Oo,  LiU,  38, 
83.)  But  when  the  marriage  is  between  persons  one  of  whom  has 
no  capacity  to  contract  at  all — ^as  where  there  is  a  want  of  age  (nc 
understanding,  or  where  a  prior  marriage  is  still  ^subsisting — ^ 
marriage  is  void  absolutely  and  from  the  beginning,  and  maybe 
inquired  into  in  any  court."  {Gathings  v.  WHUams^  5  Ired.-R.  487.) 
.  And  it  was  said  in  a  Pennsylvania  case  by  the  court :  **  In  like 
manner  do  the  books  of  common  law  resolve,  in  case  of  a  divoroe 
«  mnculo  for  impoimoy^  after  three  years'  trial  and  examinatioD, 
and  sentence  in  the  spiritual  court  for  the  perpetual  impotency  of 
generation.  As  it  was  in  Bury^$  ease  (5  Cokeys  R,  98),  who  was  so 
divorced,  but  afterward  married  another  wife,  and  had  cfaildren 
by  her;  upon  which  it  was  urged  that,  the  church  being  evidently 
deceived  as  to  his  perpetual  impotency,  the  divorce  therefore  was 
null ;  and  if  so,  that  the  second  marriage  was  unlawful,  and  the 
issue  illegitimate.  But  the  court  resolved  that,  since  there  had 
been  a  divorce  for  frigidity  or  impotence,  it  was  clear' that  each 
of  them  might  lawfully  marry  again ;  and  though  it  should  be 
allowed  that,  the  church  appearing  to  have  been  deceived  in  the 
foundation  of  their  sentence,  the  second  marriage  was  voidable, 
yet  till  it  should  be  dissolved  it  remained  a  marriage,  and  the  issoe 
during  the  coverture  lawful." 

But  it  was  said  in  a  case  of  impotence,  disposed  of  in  the  Eng- 
lish courts :  ^'  If  the  parties  should  be  divorced,  and  both  should 
have  children  by  the  second  marriage,  these  second  marriages  must 
be  ^t  aside,  and  the  first  mairiage  declared  valid,  for,  where  the 
church  appears  to  have  been  deceived,  the  sentence  nmst  be  re- 
voked." {Welde  V.  Wdde,  2  Le^fs  R.  580,  686.)  Upon  this 
doctrine  Sir  John  NichoU  very  justly  exclaimed :  "  What  a  state 
to  place  parties  in !  This  is  something  in  the  text  law  which  I 
cannot  readily  assent  to  belong  to  the  law  of  England."  {Norton 
v.  /Sfeftm,  3  PhiUim.  R,  147.)  And  certainly  no  such  doctrine  is 
recognized  in  any  of  the  American  courts.  But  the  common  law 
rule  in  tespect  to  void  and  voidable  marriages  is  sometimes  modi 
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fied  or  changed  by  the  etatates  of  the  Btate, .  so  that  a  marriage 
voidable  only  in  one  place  may  be  absolutely  void  in  another,  and 
vice  versa, 

§  656.  With  respect  to  the  evidence  proper  and  requisite  to 
establish  the  marriage  of  the  parties,  reference  may  be  had  to  a  pre* 
vious  section  wherein  the  subject  is  partially  treated.  {Vide  §  882.) 
It  may  be  suggested,  in  addition,  that  marriage  may  be  proved, 
like  any  other  fact,  by  direct  proof  from  witnesses  who  were 
present  at  the  nuptials.  But  direct  and  positive  evidence  is  neces- 
sary only  in  cases  of  bigamy  and  charges  of  adultery.  {PaUer^an 
V.  Gaineh^  6  How.  U.  8.  H.  550.)  In  all  other  cases  marriage  may 
be  proved  by  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife,  reputation,  and 
the  like.  The  acts  and  declarations  of  a  man  and  woman,  and 
other  attending  circumstances  during  their  cohabitation  together, 
being  a  part  of  the  res  gestcB^  are  proper  evidence  to  show  the  char- 
acter of  their  intercourse,  Vhether  it  was  matrimonial. or  mere- 
tricions«  {Ilarman  v.  JBarma/n,  16  III.  H.  85.  JBenderaon  v. 
OargiU,  31  Miss.  R.  867.  Ford  v.  F(yrd^  4  Ala.  R.  142.  Thwn- 
dell  v.  Morrison^  25  Perm,.  R.  326.  Kenyan  v.  AshHridge^  35  i3>. 
157.  In  the  moMer  of  Taylor^  9  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  611.  Rose  v» 
Clark,  8  ib.  674.  £ahZ  v.  Kraner,  7  jB.  Mon.  R.  130.  Jenkms  v. 
£ia>6e,  1  Edw.  Ch.  R.  377.  TiUs  v.  Foster,  Taylor's  R.  121. .  And 
vide  Evans  v.  Morgan,  2  Cromp.  dk  Jerv.  R.  453.)  But,  although 
the  parties  cohabit  together,  and,  as  regards  society,, hold  them- 
selves out  as  husband  and  wife,  and  other  facts  indicative  of 
wedlock  have  been  sworn  to  by  witnesses,  a  court  or  jury  may 
find  that  the  cohabitation  was  illicit,  and  that  no  valid  marriage 
had  taken  place.  {Robertson  v.  Cramford,  3  BeamarCs  R.  102. 
S.  C.  43  Eng.  Ch.  R.  101.  Bladdnim  v.  Crwajferds,  3  Wallaces 
C'.S.R.  17o.) 

An  official  registry  of  marriages  kept  in  a  church  by  the  clergy^ 
man  nunistering  there,  or  in  case  no  such  registry  is  kept,  a  private . 
memorandum,  in  which  the  ipinister,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
business,  has  entered,  or  intended  to  enter,  as  it  occurred,  each 
marriage  celebrated  by  him,  seems  to  be  admissible  on  a  question 
whether  such  minister  ever  did  or  did  not  celebrate  a  particular 
marriage.     {Blackburn  v.  Cramferds,  supra.) 

§  657.  It  should  be  observed  more  distinctly  that  there  is  a  dif- 
ference, when  the  question  of  marriage  or  no  marriage  arises 
between   the   husband   and  third  persons,  and  when  it  arises 
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between  the  hosband  and  the  wife  themselves.  Mnch  slighter 
proof  will  render  the  husband  responsible  in  the  one  ease  than  the 
other.  Upon  gonnds  of  public  policy,  a  man  cannot  hold  himself 
out  to  be  that  which  he  is  not,  without  incurring  all  the  responsi- 
bilities of  his  falsehood,  a  single  admission  of  partnership  or  mar- 
riage may  establish  a  liability  where  an  innocent  third  person  is 
concerned,  and  yet  such  an  admission  might  not  go  very  far  to 
establish  a  marriage  in  a  case  between  husband  and  wife,  or  in  a 
case  involving  the  legitimacy  of  the  offspring  of  the  parties.  The 
admissions  of  parties  in  cases  of  marriage,  as  in  all  others,  come 
within  the  class  of  direct  proofs.  K  once  established,  they  are  of 
great  weight,  especially  when  made  under  circumstances  which  are 
against  the  interest,  or  may  be  turned  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
party  by  whom  they  are  made..  Like  other  proof,  they  can  only 
be  repelled  by  superior  proof  of  the  same  nature,  amounting  to  a 
contradiction* 

Again,  it  should  be  stated  that  the  general  and!*  ordinary  pre- 
sumption of  the  law  is  in  favor  of  innocence,  in  questions  of  mar- 
riage and  legitimacy,  when  children  are  concerned.  (Cohabitation 
is  presumed  to  be  lawful  until  the  contrary  appears,  and  moreover, 
in  cases  of  oonfiicting  presumptions  on  the  subject  of  marriage  and 
legitimacy,  tluit  in  favor  of  innocence  must  prevail.  {Pky^iek^s 
appeal^  4  -4m.  Law  Reg.  {N.  &]  41 8,  423,  424.  Seiisor  v.  Bawety 
1  Penn.  R.  450.  Hill  v.  HiWB  Admra.  32  ih.  511.  Tide  aUo 
Starr  y.  Peck,  1  UUCa  R.  270.) 

When  there  is  no  proof  of  actnal  marriage,  it  seems  that  cohab^ 
itation  and  reputation  are  necessary  to  ground  a  presumption  of 
marriage ;  proof  of  cohabitation  alone  is  not  sufficient.  Bepntation 
must  also  be  proved,  which  consists  of  the  speech  of  the  people 
who  have  an  opportunity  to  know  the  parties,  to  be  proved  bjr 
them.  It  seems  further  by  the  same  case,  that  marriage  is  in  law 
a  civil  contract,  not  requiring  any  particular  form  of  solemnization 
before  officers  of  church  or  state,  bpt  it  must  be  evidenced  by 
words  in  the  present  tense,  uttered  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  and  should  be  proved  bv  the  sig^ 
nature  of  the  parties^  or  by  witnesses  present  when  it  waa  made. 
{GommamoecMh  v.  Stump^  7  Am.  Law  Reg.  [N.  S.]  61.  8.  CI  68 
Pmm,  R,) 

%  658.  In  regard  to  the  effect  of  a  sentence  or  decree  nullifying  a 
voidable  marriage,  Mr.  IBishop  observes :    ^^  The  doctrine  is  a  broad 
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one,  that,  when  a  marriage  is  set  aside  by  a  decree  of  nullity, 
the  parties  m*e  tlien  considered  as  having  never  been  married.  The 
children,  for  example,  who  were  before  Intimate,  become  by  force 
of  the  decree  illegitimate ;  and  the  late  husband  is  treated  as  hav- 
ing never  acquired  any  right  to  the  property  of  the  wife,. though 
the  claims  of  third  persons  are  to  some  extent  protected."  (1  BiaK 
on  Mar,  <md  Div.  §  1 1 8.)  This  delicate  and  important  matter,  how- 
ever, is  often  the  subject  of  express  statutory  enactment ;  and  not 
unfrequently  the  rights  and  reputation  of  the  innocent  party  and 
the  issue  of  the  marriage,  are  preserved.  Sometimes  the  effect  of 
the  seotenee  of  nullity  in  such  cases  is  declared  in  the  same  pro- 
vision which  detdares  the  condition  of  the  parties  after  an  absolute 
divorce ;  which  will  be  referred  to  hereafter,  when  the  subject  of 
divorce  is  considered. 


CHAPTER  XLL 

THK  LAW  OF  DIVOBOB — ^MfiANINQ  OP  THE  TERM — HZSTOBT  OF  THB  BBOU* 
LATIONS  CONCERNING  DIVORCE — PRESENT  OPINIONS  UPON  THE  SUBJECT 
OF  DIVORCE — ^THE  POLICY  FULLY  VINDICATED. 

§  659.  Divorce,  in  the  strict,  popular  sense,  is  a  dissolution  of  ^ 
the  matrimonial  relation^  for  causes  occurring  subsequent  to  the 
marriage ;  but  jurists,  in  treating  the  subject,  usually  include  those 
cases  in  which  the  marriage  is  void  ai  initio^  for  causes  existing  at 
or  before  the  celebration  of  the  nuptials,  and  the  sentence  of  the 
court  simply  declares  the  contract  a  nullity.  It  will  only  be  neces- 
sary here  to  consider  the  subject  in  the  sense  first  indicated,  from 
the  fact  that  the  impediments  to  marriage  by  reason  of  impotence, 
want  of  mental  capacity,  consanguinity,  and  other  antecedent  causes 
which  invalidate  the  relation,  have  been  noticed  in  a  previous 
chapter.  {Vide  cuite^  ch.  xxzix.)  And  again,  the  propriety  of 
calling  a  sentence  of  nullity  of  the  marriage  relation  a  divorce  is 
very  questionable*  "The  civil  and  canonical  disabilities  which 
render  the  marriage  contract  void  or  voidable  are  grounds  of  separa* 
tion  for  nullity  of  marriage,  but  ao^,  correctly  speaking,  for  a 
divorce:'    {Shelford^s  Mar.  and  Div.  365.    Oodol.  Ab.  600.) 
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There  is  a  general  concurrence  of  opinion  throughout  the  civil- 
ised world,  that  marriage  is  to  be  between  one  man  and  one  woman, 
and  that  ordinarily  the  relation  cannot  properly  be  dissolved  until 
a  separation  by  death.  In  other  words,  it  is  generally  considered 
that  marriage  is  an  ordinance  of  God,  and  "  what  therefore  God  hath 
joined  together,  no  man  should  put  asunder."  According  to  the 
opinion  of  some,  the  interests  of  society  are  best  consulted  by  treat- 
ing the  institution  as  an  indissoluble  contract  in  all  cases  whatever; 
while  to  others  this  rule  of  'policy  has  appeared  far  too  severe,  and 
they  have  held  that  the  welfare  of  society  is  best  promoted  by 
separating  the  parties,  when  their  happiness  is  destroyed,  and  the 
legitimate  ends  of  matrimony  are  wholly  perverted.  The  r^ula- 
tions  of  civilized  society  upon  the  subject  have  generally  been  in 
harmony  with  the  latter  view,  and  from  the  earliest  ages  of  the 
world,  divorces  have  been  granted  for  certain  aggravated  causes 
occurring  after  the  celebration  of  the  marriage,  and  these  causes 
have  been  more  or  less  in  number,  according  to  the  different  views 
of  expediency  which  have  been  entertained. 

§  660.  Among  tlie  ancient  Jews,  who  lived  under  the  Mosaic 
dispensation,  it  is  generally  supposed  the  husband  was  the  sole 
judge  in  the  premises,  and  was  permitted  to  divorce  his  wife  at 
his  own  pleasure.    The  rule  was  thus  laid  down :  **  When  a  man 
hath  taken  a  wife,  and  married  her,  and  it  come  to  pass  that  she 
find  no  favor  in  liis  eyes,  because  he  hath  found  some  uncleanness 
in  her;  then  let  him  write  her  a  bill  of  divorcement,  and  give  it 
in  her  hand,  and  send  her  out  of  his  house.    And  when  she  is 
departed  out  of  his  house,  she  may  gO  and  he  another  man's  wife." 
(Deid»  24:  1,  2.)    But  this  arbitrary  doctrine  was  repudiated  by 
Christ,  who  restricted  the  rule,  and  perhaps  limited  it  to  the  single 
case  of  adultery.    When  the  corrupt  Pharisees  came  before  hira, 
and  rallied  him  concerning  the  Mosaic  law,  "he  saith  unto  them, 
Moses,  because  of  the  hardness  of  your  hearts,  suffered  you  to  put 
away  your  wives ;  but  from  the  beginning  it  was  not  so.    And  I 
say  imto  you,  whosoever  shall  put  away  his  wife,  except  it  be  for 
fornication,  and  shall  marry  another,  committeth  adultery;  and 
whoso  marrieth  her  which  is  put  away  doth  commit  adultery." 
{Matt.  19 :  8,  9.)    Strictly  rendered,  fomioattoncBJi  only  apply  to 
an  offense  h^ore  marriage ;  but,  as  antenuptial  incontinence  was 
not  intended  to.  be  put  forward  as  a  just  cause  of  divorce,  it  is 
altogether  probable  that  the  Saviour  used  the  word  famicatton  as 
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sjuonymouB  witb  advliery ;  or,  in  other  words,  Christ  meant  to 
say  that  '^  Ho  cause  for  fieparation  can  be  good  except  adultery,  or 
such  facts  as  had  the  nature,  the  raiionemy  of  adultery;  such  as 
were  like  it,  tended  to  it,  or,  in  short,  would  finally  defeat  and 
interrupt  the  destined  end  of  this  institution,  as  adultery  actually 
did."  This  is  the  view  taken  by  some  very  sensible  writers  upon 
the  subject,  and  probably  this  interpretation  of  the  language  is  the 
true  one.  (  Vide  Tayhr^a  ElemewU  of  the  CitU  Law^  351.)  The 
Greek  word  rendered  formcation  is  iu  many  places  used  as  a  gen- 
eral term,  and  in  some  it  necessarily  requires  to  be  interpreted 
adultery ;  and,  in  this  instance,  Clirist  designed  to  say  that  who- 
soever should  put  away  his  wife,  except  for  unchaetity^  which  is  a 
violation  of  the  marriage  covenant,  and  destroys,  as  it  were,  the 
very  nature  of  it,  and  should  marry  another  woman,  would  be 
adjudged  an  adulterer,  as  ho  also  would  that  should  marry  the 
divorced  woman.  Whatever  injustice  there  might  be  in  the 
divorce,  it  could  not  be  adultery  agWmat  the  divorced  woman  if 
the  man  and  woman  were  not  put  entirely  upon  a  level  in  this 
respect ;  so  that,  under  the  Christian  dispensation,  it  is  as  much 
adultery  for  the  husband  to  take  another  woman  as  for  the  wife  to 
take  another  man.  But,  according  to  either  interpretation  of  the 
passage,  where  it  is  lawful  to  put  away  the  wife,  it  would  seem  to 
be  lawful  to  marry  again^ 

§  661.  The  ancient  Athenians  allowed  divorces  with  great  lati- 
tude, although  the  party  applying  fur  a  divorce  was  obliged  to 
submit  his  case  to  the  magistrate,  and  abide  by  his  judgment,  and 
if  the  wife  was  the  complainant  she  was  required  to  appear  in 
person.  Hepparete,  the  prudent  and  affectionate  wife  of  the  great 
Alcibiades,  was  forced  to  quit  the  house  of  her  husband  on  account 
of  his  associating  with  so  many  courtesans,  botli  strangers  and 
Atlienians,  and  finally  his  debaucheries  were  so  flagrant  that  she 
lelt  compelled  to  apply  for  a  divorce ;  but  it  was  necessary  for  her, 
in  order  to  a  l^al  separation,  to  give  in  her  bill  to  the  archon,  and 
to  appear  personally  with  it,  for  the  sending  of  it  by  another  hand 
would  not  answer  the  purpose.  When  she  came  to  do  tliis,  accord* 
ing  to  law,  Alcibiades  rushed  in,  caught  her  in  his  arms,  and 
carried  her  through  the  market-place  to  his  own  house,  no  one  pre- 
suming to 'oppose  him  or  to  take  her  from  him.  From  that  time 
she  remained  with  him  until  her  death,  which  happened  not  long 
after,  when  Alcibiades  was  upon  his  voyage  to  Ephesus*     The 
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violence  used  in  this  case  Beems  not  to  have  been  contrary  to  the 
laws,  either  of  societ j  in  general,  or  of  that  repnblic  in  particular, 
for  Plutarch  says  that  the  law  of  Athens,  in  requiring  her  who 
wanted  to  be  divorced  to  appear  publicly  in  person  was  probably 
intended  to  give  the  husband  an  opportunity  to  meet  with  her  and 
recover  her.  {PlutarcKa  Life  of  AlcHiades.)  It  is  quite  certiun 
that  the  practice  of  requiring  the  party  to  submit  his  case  to  the 
magistrate  had  the  effect  to  limit,  in  some  degree,  the  instances  of 
divorce,  although  the  law  was  not  specific  as  to  the  causes  which 
would  justify  the  divorce,  yet  the  parties  had  to  institute  a  regular 
action  before  the  court,  and  the  magistrate  was  not  apt  to  give 
judgment  divorcing  the  parties  if  they  could  be  reconciled,  nor  for 
a  trivial  cause.  The  result  was  that  the  Greeks  were  oompara' 
tively  exemplary  in  their  domestic  relations.  (8  Kent9  Com,  102.) 
§  662.  Among  the  ancient  Bomans  the  liberty  of  divorce  was 
allowed  to  an  almost  unlimited  extent.  Tlie  maxim  of  the  civil 
law  was  that  either  party  might  renounce  the  marriage  union  at 
pleasure,  and,  as  may  well  be  inferred,  this  facility  for  separation 
tended  to  destroy  all  mutual  confidence,  and  to  inflame  every 
trifling  dispute.  Divorces  were  far  the  most  numerous  in  the 
most  polished  ages  of  the  Roman  republic ;  they  were  very  seldom 
in  its  early  history,  and  it  has  been  asserted  that,  although  the 
twelve  tables  gave  to  the  husband  the  freedom  of  divorce,  yet 
the  republic  had  existed  five  hundred  years  when  the  first  instance 
of  a  divorce  occurred.  (2  Rentes  Com.  103.)  It  waa  -enacted  by 
Bomulus  that  no  wife  could  leave  her  husband  under  any  circum- 
atancesj  but  the  husband  had  the  power  to  divorce  his  wife,  in  case 
of  her  poisoning  his  children,  or  counterfeiting  his  keys,  or  being 
guilty  of  adultery.  But  if  on  any  other  occasion  he  put  her  away, 
she  was  to  have  one  moiety  of  his  goods,  and  the  other  half  was  to 
be  consecrated  to  Ceres ;  and  whoever  put  away  his  wife  was  to 
make  an  atonement  to  the  gods  of  the  earth.  {Phttareh^s  Life  of 
JSomultis.)  One  P,  Servilius,  or  Carvilius  Spnrius,  was  the  first 
of  the  Romans  that  ever  put  away  his  wife,  and  he  was  impelled 
to  do  so,  not  because  he  did  not  love  and  respect  her,  but  beeanse 
of  Tier  barrenness,  and  he  had  been  obliged  by  the  censors  to  take 
an  oath  that  he  would  give  children  to  the  republic.  The  women 
among  the  Romans  came  at  length  to  divorce  their  husbands,  as 
appears  from  Juvenal  {sat.  9),  and  Martial  (lib.  10,  &p.  41),  as 
indeed  the  marriage  might  be  renounced  at  the  pleasure  of  eitlier 
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party,  and  so  wanton  and  extreme  was  the  abuse  of  this  liberty  of 
divorce  that  it  was  held  up  to  public  scorn  and  indignation  by  the 
Boman  philosophers,  poets  and  satirists.  {Seneca  de  Bene/,  III. 
16.  Martial^  lib.  9,  Juvenalj  sat.  6,  v.  228.)  The  Emperor  Augustus 
undertook  to  put  some  restraint  upon  the  facility  of  divorce,  but 
the  clieck  was  overpowered  by  the  infiueuce  and  con'uption  of 
manners.  Voluntary  divorces  were  abolislied  by  one  of  the  novels 
of  Justinian,  but  tliey  were  afterward  revived  by  another  novel 
of  the  Emperor  Justin.  In  the  novel  restoring  the  unlimited  free- 
dom of  divorce,  the  reasons  for  it  are  assigned ;  and  while  it  was 
adniitted  that  nothing  ought  to  be  held  so  sacred  in  civil  society  as 
marriage,  it  was  declared  that  the  hatred,  misery  and  crimes  which 
often  flowed  from  indissoluble  connections  required,  as  a  necessary 
remedy,  tlie  restoration  of  the  old  law,  by  which  marriage  wab 
dissolved  by  mutual  will  and  consent.  (2  KenCa  Com,,  103,  citing 
Nao.  140.)  And  it  is  understood  that  this  liberty  of  divorce  con- 
tinued in  the  Byzantine  or  Eastern  empire  until  it  was  finally  sub- 
dued by  the  power  and  influence  of  Christianity. 

Says  Mr.  Bishop :  "  Tracing  the  Boman  law  down  from  these 
eai*ly  times,  we  find  that,  during  all  those  ages  in  which  its  light  is 
distinctly  discernible,  it  allowed  greater  or  less  latitude  of  divorce; 
and  the  doctrine  of  indissolubility  was  ingrafted  on  the  law,  not 
by  tlie  wise  men  who,  at  any  time,  swayed  the  civil  affairs  of  Eome, 
but  by  the  Boman  church,  as  a  religious  tenet.  This  doctrine  is 
believed  to  have  been  first  made  a  general  tenet  of  the  church  by 
the  council  of  Trent  in  the  year  1653.  It  never  was  accepted  by 
the  Greek  or  Eastern  church."  (1  Bi%h.  on  Mar.  and'  Div.  §  24.) 
However  this  may  be,  the  Christian  sentiment  of  the  present  day 
is  most  decidedly  in  favor  of  tlie  stability  of  the  marriage  union ; 
and,  while  the  policy  that  the  marriage  contract  is  an  indissoluble 
contract  in  all  cases  has  little  sympathy,  the  opinion  is  universally 
prevalent  that  the  parties  should  never  be  divorced,  except  in  those 
extreme  cases  where  the  happiness  of  the  husband  and  wife  is 
entirely  destroyed  and  the  legitimate  ends  of  matrimony  wholly 
fail. 

§  663.  In  France,  during  the  revolution  of  1789,  an  unlimited 
power  was  given  to  tlie  civil  tribunals  to  dissolve  marriages,  when 
ever  applications  were  made,  founded  upon  the  mutual  consent  of 
parties  or  at  the  mere  pleasure  of  either  party,  on  a  month's 
notice,  upon  the  ground  of  alleged  incompatibility  of  temper,    A 
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writer  on  the  subject  remarks  that,  fortunately  for  that  country, 
perhaps  for  mankind,  this  system  was  not  permitted  to  endure 
sufficiently  long  to  make  the  full  experiment  of  moral  degradation 
to  which  a  nation,  once  the  most  polished  and  refined,  could  bo 
reduced  by  the  existenoe  of  a  license  for  almost  promiscuous  c<«- 
cubiuage ;  and  Mr.  Burke,  in  one  of  his  letters  on  the  Kegicide 
Peace,  has  shown  the  frightful  extent  to  which  divorces  w»^  car* 
ried  under  that  system.  The  number  of  divorces  in  ttie  dty  of 
Paris  alone,  in  the  first  three  months  of  the  year  1793,  was  nearly 
five  times  as  great  as  the  whole  number  of  divorces  or  judicial  sep- 
arations  granted  in  England  inth^  course  of  an  hundred  years. 

When  the  Code  Napoleon  came  to  be  adopted,  the  subject  of 
divorce  was  placed  upon  nearly  the  same  footing  as  it  stands  at 
this  day  in  the  State  of  New  York.  A  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
for  the  cause  of  adultery  was  thereby  allowed.  .  But  >  after  the 
restoration  of  the  Bourbon  dynasty,  it  was  deemed  expedient  to 
depart  from  the  system  of  indulgonce  afibrded  by  the  Code 
Napoleon ;  and  by  a  law  of  the  8th  of  May^  1816,  divorce  was 
abolished,  and  a  judicial  sentence  of  separation  from  bed  and  board 
only  was  allowed,  for  any  definite  cause.  In  France,  therefore, 
after  the  experiment  was  tried,  they  went  back  to  what  they 
deemed  the  soundest  and  best  policy  in  regard  to  public  morals 
and  the  sanctity  of  the  marriage  contract,  which  was  held  to  be 
indissoluble  except  by  death.  Thus  the  law  stood  there  wHen  the 
late  Yice-Chaneelloir  McCoun  delivered  his  opinion  in  a  case  pend- 
ing in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in 
1841,  from  which  this  sketch  is  taken,  and  such  is  the  law  there  at 
the  present  day.  ( Vide  Hanks  v.  Hcmks^  3  Edw.  Ch.  li.  469, 470, 
471.)  Inefiectual  attempts  were  made  in  1831  and  1832  to  repeal 
the  law  of  May  8,  1816,  and  there  is«thei:efore  at  present  no 
divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  in  France. 

§  664.  In  Prussia,  the  laws  respecting  divorce  are  the  same  that 
were  enacted  in  the  reign  of  Frederick  the  Great,  and  as  he  was 
no  friend  of  married  life,  he  was  instrumental  m  framing  a  code 
which  established  a  facility  of  divorce  greatly  beyond  any  precedent 
in  modem  Europe.  By  this  code,  incurable  impotency,  whether 
from  causes  before  or  after  marriage,  madnes6  of  one  year's  dura- 
tion, inexcusable  desertion,  drunkenness,  or  other  disorder  of  long 
standing,  ineradicable  repugnance,  and  the  like,  are  causes  justify- 
ing an  absolute  divorcci  and  the  complainant  in  such  cases  has  little 
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or  no  diificulty  in  procuring  the  decree  of  the  court;  and  divorces 
are  allowed  for  many  causes  fatal  to  the  etability  and  sanctity  of  the 
marriage  contract.  But  in  modern  Europe,  in  those  ooantriee  where 
the  Roman  Catliolic  religion  prevails  as  the  national  religion, 
diirorces  are  not  generally  allowed,  for  the  reason  that,  by  the 
Soman  chnrch,  marriage  is  considered  a  sacrament,  and  held  to  be 
indissolnble  dnring  the  life  of  the  parties ;  though  this  is  not  the 
case  in  the  Qreek  or  Protestant  churches ;  and  in  Austria  divorces 
between  Protestants  may  be  had,  aot  only  for  several  substantial 
causes,  but  at  the  request  of  both  parties,  on  the  ground  of  uneonr 
gruerable  (wersion.  (2  Kenfs  Gam,  104,  note  a.)  By  tiie  Dutch 
law,  the  only  causes  for  an.  absolute  divorce  are  adultery  and 
malicious  desertion.  {Voct  de  Dwontia  et  Hqnsdisj  §  6,  lib.  24, 
tti.2.) 

§  666.  The  subject  of*  divorce  in  England,  until  recently,  was 
governed  by  the  common  law,  which  considers  marriage  asandis* 
soluble,  and  its  rights  inalienable,  except  by  the  authority  of  the 
legislature  or  by  the  sentence  of  the  ecclesiastical  court,  the  former 
jurisdiction  alone  having  the  power  of  dissolving  marriage,  and 
the  authority  of  the  latter  extending  no  farther  than  to  divorce  a 
mmsa  et  thoro.  From  a  very  early  period  in  that  country,  divorce 
a  vinciUo  matrimonii  was  not  allowed  for  any  cause  without  an 
act  of  parliament,  but  for  certain  causes  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro 
was  allowed,  which  did  not  authorize  either  party  to  marry  again. 
In  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  it  would  seem,  divorces  a  mnoulo  were 
sometimes  allowed  for  adultery;  but  in  a  case  in  the  forty-tburth 
year  of  her  reign  the  rule  was  changed,  and  it  was  held  in  the  star 
chamber  that  adultery  was  only  a  cause  of  divorce  a  mensa  et 
thoro;  and  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  declared  that  it  had 
been  so  settled  before  him,  on  appeal,  by  many  divines  and 
civilians.  {Rye  v.  Foljamb^  Moore^e  li,  683.  S.  C.  3  Salk.  R. 
138.)  No  reason  seems  to  have  been  assigned  for  this  change  of 
opinion ;  perhaps  it  arose  from  an  apprehension  that  the  crime  of 
adultery  would  become  more  frequent  if,  when  committed  by 
either  party,  it  was  admitted  to  be  a  sufficient  cause  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  marria^. 

In  1669  Lord  de  Roos  instituted  proceedings  in  the  spiritual  court, 
and  procured  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro^  on  the  ground  of  the  adnl- 
tery  of  Lady  de  Roos,  and  then  presented  his  petition  to  parliament 
to  have  the  marriage  absolutely  dissolved,  and  an  act  was  passed 
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granting  him  liberty  to  marrj  again ;  and  this  is  said  to  be  the 
first  case  in  which  application  was  ever  made  to  the  English  parlia- 
ment for  a  special  act  of  divorce,  and  the  practice  was  very  seldom 
resorted  to  for  many  years  afterward,  except  in  cases  of  adoltery. 
Says  Mr.  Macqneen :  ^'  On  a  retrospect  of  one  hundred  and  sev- 
enty years,  since  the  establishment  of  the  system  of  parliainentaiy 
divorce  a  vinculo^  I  find  no  case  in  which  that  remedy  has  been 
awarded  or  songht  without  a  charge  of  adnUeiy.  There  is  no  exam- 
ple of  a  bill  of  divorce  for  malicions  desertion,  although,  in  the  otlier 
Protestant  conutries  of  Europe,  that  offense,  properly  established,  is 
considered  a  scriptural  ground  of  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimoniu 
*  ^  It  is  not  undeserving  of  attention  that  the  ailment  of  Bishop 
Cozens,  in  Lord  de  Roos's  case,  was  not  limited  to  adnltery,  but 
included  witliin  its  range  this  crime  of  malicious  desertion,  by  which, 
as  well  as  by  adultery,  he  appears  to  have  contended  tliat  the  nuptial 
bond  was  rescinded.  *  *  ^  What  might  be  the  result  of  such 
an  application,  strongly  supported  by  evidence  of  willfiil  and  long 
continued  desertion  and  abandonment,  must  be  matter  of  conjec- 
ture, or,  at  least,  of  very  doubtful  speculation ;  the  discretion  of 
parliament  being  unfetterod  by  precedents  and  open  to  a  free  con- 
sideration of  the  special  circumstances  of  every  new  case.'' 
{Macqneen^  H.  Z.  Prod.  473,  474.)  But,  in  the  year  1867,  an  act 
was  passed  by  the  English  parliament,  essentially  modifying  the 
practice  in  respect  to  divorce.  This  act  retains  substantially  the 
old  rule  respecting  divorces  a  menaa  et  ihoro  in  cases  of  adultery 
by  the  court,  calling  them  judicial  separations ;  and,  in  place  of 
the  old  parliamentary  practice,  it  provides  that  '^  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  husband  to  present  a  petition  to  the  said  court,  prayii^ 
that  liis  marriage  may  be  dissolved,  on  the  ground  that  liis  wife 
has,  since  the  celebration  thereof,  been  guilty  of  adultery  ;  and  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  any  wife  to  present  a  petition  to  the  said  court, 
praying  that  her  marriage  may  be  dissolved,  on  the  ground  that, 
since  the  celebration  thereof,  her  husband  has  been  guilty  of  inces-. 
tuous  adultery,  or  of  bigamy  with  adultery,  or  of  rape,  or  of  sod- 
omy or  bestiality,  or  of  adultery  coupled  with  such  cruelty  as, 
witiiout  adultery,  would  have  entitlied  her  to  a  divorce  a  menaa  ei 
thoroj  or  of  adultery  coupled  with  desertion  without  reasonable 
excuse  for  two  years  or  upward ;  *  *  ♦  provided  that,  for  the 
pui*po8es  of  tliis  act,  incestuous  adultery  shall  be  taken  to  mean 
adultery  committed  by  a  husband  with  a  woman  with  whom,  if  his 
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wife  were  dead,  he  could  not  lawfully  contract  marriage,  by  reason 
of  her  being  within  the  proliibited  degreed  of  consanguinity  or 
affinity  ;•  and  bigamy  shall  be  taken  to  mean  marriage  of  any  per- 
son, being  married,  to  any  other  person  dnring  the  life  of  the  for- 
mer husband  or  wife,  whether  the  second  marriage  sliall  have  taken 
place  within  the  dominions  of  Her  Majesty  or  elsewhere."  (20, 21 
Yict.  ch.  85.)  It  will  be  observed  that  the  simple  adultery  of  the 
wife  is  cause  for  an  absolute  divorce,  while  that  of  the  husband  is 
not ;  the  reason  of  the  distinction  being,  probably,  not  because  the 
husband's  adultery  is  a  less  grave  offense  against  the  marjiage  than 
the  adultery  of  the  wife,  but  because  the  violation  of  the  marriage 
vow  on  the  part  of  the  wife  may  be  much  more  mischievous  in  its 
effect  and  may  impose  on  the  marriage  a  spurious  issue. 

Lords  Thurlow,  Loughborongh,  Granville  and  other  statesmen 
of  England,  expressed  a  strong  desire  to  have  the  subject  of  divorce, 
propter  ad/utterianty  submitted  to  the  disposition  of  some  regular 
judicial  tribunal,  where  the  crime  and  the  provocation  to  commit 
it  coiild  be  carefully  balanced  and  investigated  with  the  temper, 
deliberation  and  caution  that  ought  to  accompany  such  a  delibera 
tion ;  but  the  practice  was  never  adopted  there  until  1868,  when 
the  statute  of  20  and  21  Victoria  went  into  operation.  By  this 
act  a  new  tribune,  called  the  court  for  divorce  and  matrimonial 
caases,  has  been  established,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiasti- 
cal courts  has  been  entirely  superseded  in  all  matters  for  divorce. 

By  the  law  of  Scotland,  an  absolute  divorce  is  granted  in  cases 
of  adultery  and  willful  desertion  by  either  party ;  and  divorces  a 
fnensa  et  ihoro  are  granted  in  cases  of  gross  abuse  and  the  like. 
{BeWs  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland^  419,  420.) 

§  666.  The  history  of  the  subject  of  divorce  in  this  country  is 
not  without  interest.  It  may  be  remarked  that  the  matrimonial 
law  of  England  is  the  common  law  of  this  country,  except  in 
America  we  have  no  matrimonial  courts,  and  it  is  therefore  difficult 
to  procure  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract  without  legis- 
lation  upon  the  subject. 

The  history  of  the  early  policy  concerning  divorces  in  the  State 
of  New  York  has  been  judicially  declared.  When  New  York 
became  a  province  of  England,  it  was  for  some  years  ruled  by  a 
governor,  or  a  governor  and  council ;  and  dnring  that  period  the  gov- 
ernor, either  alone  or  in  conjunction  with  the  council,  seems  to 
have  exercised  all  magistracy,  executive,  legislative  and  judicial. 
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During  that  period  one  of  the  governors,  Lovelace,  granted  four 
divorces,  of  which  one  was  in  1670  and  the  other  three  in  1672, 
These  are  the  only  instances  of  divorce  which  appear  to  have  taken 
place  in  the  colony  daring  the  long  period  in  which  New  York 
was  a  province  of  England.  In  168S  the  people  were  admitted  to 
a  participation  of  the  legislative  power,  and  from  that  time  laws 
were  enacted  by  the  colonial  legislature.'  The  colony  never  had 
any  court  possessing  jurisdiction  of  matrimonial  causes,  or  power 
to  grant  divorces.  No  statute  defining  causes  of  divorce,  or  author* 
izing  divorce,  in  any  case  whatever,  was  ever  enacted  by  the  l^is- 
lature  of  the  colony.  Some  special  applications  for  divorces  were 
made  to  the  colonial  legislature,  but  all  such  applications  were . 
refused.  The  governor  of  the  colony,  with  the  consent  of  the 
council,  had  power  to  establish  courts  of  justice,  and  all  tlie 
courts  of  the  colony  derived  their  origin  from  this  source  of 
authority.  But  no  court  having  cognizance  of  matrimonial  causes 
or  divorces  was  ever  established  in  the  colony ;  no  court  of  the 
colony  ever  exercised  any  such  jurisdiction,  and  no  law  concerning 
divorce  was  ever  enacted  by  the  colonial  legislature.  The  four 
divorces  granted  by  Governor  Lovelace  must  be  regarded  a?  extra* 
ordinary  acts  of  power,  by  a  chief  magistrate  who  possessed  very 
great  and  indefinite  authority.  They  were  the  acts  of  one  gov- 
ernor ;  they  stand  alone  in  the  history  and  practice  of  the  colony, 
and  they  afford  no  proof  of  any  law  of  the  colony  authorizing 
divorces.  From  the  best  information  that  can  be  obtained  from 
the  records  or  otherwise,  it  appears  that  no  divorce  took  plac^  in 
the  colony  of  New  York  during  more  tlian  one  hundred  years  pre- 
ceding the  time  when  it  became  a  state,  and  that  the  only  divorces 
which  ever  took  place  in  the  colony,  were  the  four  granted  by  Gov- 
ernor Lovelace,  in  1670  and  1672.  Thus,  it  appears  that  the  law 
of  England  concerning  divorces  and  matrimonial  causes,  was  never 
adopted  in  the  colony  of  New  York.  It  was  not  adopted  in  fact 
or  in  practice,  and  it  was  never  the  law  of  the  colony. 

"When  the  colony  became  a  state  in  1777,  the  law  of  the  colony 
was  adopted  as  the  law  of  the  state ;  and  during  more  than  ten 
years  after  the  colony  l>ecame  a  state  there  was  no  law  anthorizin^ 
a  divorce  in  any  case  whatever.  On  the  30th  day  of  Mareli,  1787, 
the  legislature  passed  a  statute  entitled  *'  An  act  dire<'.ting  a  mode 
of  trial,  and  allowing  of  divorces  in  cases  of  adultery."  This  wa^ 
the  fijst  law  of  tlie  state  authorizing  a  divorce,  and  it  was  confined 


DIVOUCS  IN  SOUTH  CAROLINA.  87T 

to  the. case  of  adnltery.  It  continued  to  be  the  only  law  until  the 
9th  day  of  April,  1813,  when  the  legislature  passed  an  act  which 
gave  the  wif(d  the  right  to  obtain  a  divorce  from  her  hnsband  when 
he  had  been  guilty  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  toward  her, 
or  such  conduct  as  rendered  it  unsafe  and  improper  that  she 
should  cohabit  with  him ;  or  where  he  had  abandoned  her  and 
neglected  to  provide  for  her;  and  the  provisions  of  this -act  were 
extended  by  statute  on  the  10th  April,  1824,  to  husbands  against 
their  wives;  and  these  statutes  continued  in  force  until  the  Bevised 
Statutes  of  1830  took  effect.  Upon  this  history,  and  upon  a 
review  of  the  legislation  upon  the  subject,  the«late  court  of  chan- 
cery, in  1825,  refused  a  divorce  in  case  of  impotence;  and  the 
chancellor,  in  giving  his  opinion,  said :  '^  The  cause  for  which  this 
court  is  now  asked  to  dissolve  a  marriage  is  corporal  impotence  on 
the  part  of  the  husband.  This  fact  is  not  a  cause  of  divorce  by 
our  statutes;  and  it  is  impossible  to  yield  to  this  suit  without 
adopting  the  law  of  England,  or  of  some  other  country,  concerning 
divorces,  as  the  law  of  this  state.  If  a  divorce  can  be  granted  for 
this  cause,  the  whole  catalogue  of  causes  allowed  by  the  laws  of 
England  may  be  equally  adopted  ;  the  acts  of  the  legislature  and 
the  policy  of  the  state  respecting  divorces  would  be  superseded  by 
the  doctrines  of  a  ibreign  code ;  and  a  power  hitherto  unknown  in 
this  state  would  be  exercised.  The  corporal  impotence  of  the  hus- 
band is  a  cause  of  divorce  in  England,  and  by  the  laws  of  most 
countries ;  but  it  is  not  a  cause  of  divorce  by  tlio  laws  of  this  state. 
This  suit  must,  therefore,  be  dismissed."  (Burtis  v,  Burtis^ 
Hop,  Gh.  a.  557.)  It  may  be  stated  here  that  by  the  Revised 
Statutes  now  in  force  in  the  state,  physical  incapacity  is  m$de  a 
ground  of  divorce,  if  suit  is  brought  within  two  years  after  the 
marrii^e.  (2  Rev.  Stat.  part.  2,  ch.  8,  Ut.  1,  §  20.  2  Sta;t.  at  Large^ 
148.)  But  it  is  proposed  to  give  the  causes  for  divorce  in  the  State 
of  New  York  in  another  place. 

§  667.  In  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  to  her  unfading  honor,  as 
has  been  claimed,  '^  a  divorce  has  not  been  granted  since  the 
Revolution."  {Head  v.  Head,  2  Kelly's  R.  191.)  Judge  Nott,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  a  case,  very  singularly 
observed :  "  In  this  country,  where  divorces  are  not  allowed  for  any 
cause  whatever,  we  sometime?  see  men  of  excellent  character 
unfortunate  in  their  marriages,  and  virtuous  women  abandoned  or 
driven  away  houseless  by  their  husbands,  who  would  be  doomed 
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to  celibacy  and  solitnde  if  they  did  not  form  connections  which  the 
law  doeB  not  allow,  and  who  make  excellent  hnsbands  and  virtaooi 
wives  stilL  Yet  they  are  considered  as  living  in  adultery,  because 
a  rigorous  and  unyielding  law  from  motives  of  policy  alone,  has 
ordained  it  so."    (Cusack  v.  WhiU,  2  MilTa  R.  379,  292.) 

Judge  O'Neill,  while  expressing  himself  in  landatory  terms  of 
the  legislation  of  the  state  upon  the  subject,  remarked :  ^^  The  most 
distressing  cases,  justifying  divorce  even  upon  Scriptural  grounds, 
have  been  again  and  again  presented  to  the  legislature,  and  they 
have  uniformly  refused  to  annul  the  marriage  tie.  They  have 
nobly  adhered  to  the  injunction,  '^  Those  whom  God  hath  joined 
together  let  no  man  put  asunder.-'  The  working  of  this  stern 
policy  has  been  to  the  good  of  the  people  and  the  state  in  eveiy 
respect."  {McCarty  v.  MeCariy^  2  Sttdb.  jB.  6, 11.)  And  Chan- 
cellor Durgan  declared  :  ^^  The  policy  of  this  state  has  ever  been 
against  divorces.  It  is  one  of  her  boasts  that  no  divorce  has  ever 
been  granted  in  South  Carolina."  {Jlair  v,  Hair^  10  Rich.  £q. 
R.  163,  164.)  It  is  perceived,  therefore,  that  in  South  Carolina 
they  have  no  history  upon  the  subject  of  divorce,  because  no 
divorce  is  ever  granted;  but  this  state  is  an  exception,  and  perhaps 
the  declaration  of  one  of  her  judges  is  the  result  of  the  policy, 
when  he  said:  ^'  All  marriages,  almost,  are  entered  into  on  one  of 
two  considerations,  love  or  interest,  and  the  court  is  induced  to 
believe  the  latter  is  the  foundation  of  most  of  them."  {UevaR  v. 
Devall^  4  Des.  R,  79.)  But  all  the  other  states  have  a  history  of 
more  or  less  duration  upon  this  important  subject  of  divorce. 

§  668.  In  New  Hampshire,  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  in  1838,  gave  a  history 
of  the  laws  of  divorce  in  that  state,  thus :  '^  Prior  to  the  re.volu- 
tion  divorces  are  supposed  uniformly  to  have  been  granted  by  the 
legislature,  as  they  are  sometimes  granted  by  parliament  in  Eng- 
land. No  law  is  found  giving  the  ordinary  courts  of  judicature 
any  power  upon  the  subject.  They  were  so  granted  afterward,  and 
prior  to  tho  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1788.  In  the  edition 
of  the  laws  printed  in  1780,  page  115,  is  an  act  to  dissolve  the  mar- 
riage between  Eobert  Sogers,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  passed  March 
4,  1778.  And  during  the  existence  of  the  provincial  government, 
that  part  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  relating  to 
the  probate  of  wills  and  settlement  of  estates  was  exercised  by 
judges  of  probate,  with  an  appeal  to  the  governor  and  council,  aa 
the  supreme  court  of  probate^    {Prov.  Laiws^  103-106.) 
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'^  Upon  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  in  1783,  it  was  deemed 
expedient  to  make  a  different  provision  in  this  respect,  and  the 
clause  referred  to  in  the  ailment  was  inserted,  providing  that  all 
causes  of  marriage,  divorce  and  alimony,  and  all  appeals  from  the 
respective  judges  of  probate,  shall  be  heard  and  tried  by  the  supe- 
rior eonrt,  until  the  legislature  shall  by  law  make  other  provision. 

^'  It  is  evident,  from  this  view  of  the  matter,  that  this  clause  of  the 
constitution  was  not  intended  to  create  any  new  rules  in  i*elation 
to  marriage,  or  its  dissolution,  or  the  maintenance  of  married 
women.  It  provided  for  a  mere  transfer  of  tlie  jurisdiction  which 
had  existed  in  the  assembly  and  the  governor  and  council,  leaving 
the  l^slature  to  make  such  provision  upon  the  subject  as  should 
afterward  be  deemed  expedient. 

^'In  1791,  the  legislature  passed  an  act  specifying  the  causes  for 
which  divorces  might  be  granted.  *  ♦  *  This  act  is  still  in 
force,  and  has  ever  since  been  regarded  as  a  legislation  upon  the 
whole  subject,  and  not  as  in  aid  of  any  practice  such  as  is  adopted 
in  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts.  It  embraces  nearly  all  of  the 
laws  of  divorce  from  bed  and  board  in  England,  and  authorizes,  in 
all  the  cases  specified,  a  divorce  from  the  bans  of  matrimony." 
{Par^ona  v.  Paraans,  9  iT.  If.  E.  309,  318,  319.)  In  1839,  an 
act  was  passed  extending  the  list  of  causes  for  divorce  to  that  of 
desertion  and  refusal  to  cohabit  for  the  space  of  three  years,  and 
thus  the  law  stands  at  the  present  day. 

§  669.  In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  the  first  law  which  gave 
authority  to  the  courts  to  take  cognizance  of  tl>e  subject  of  divorce 
was  passed  in  1814,  and  declared  the  causes  for  divorce  from  the 
bans  of  matrimony  to  be  natural  impotence,  or  that  either  party 
has  separated  him  or  herself  from  the  other,  and  is  living  in  adul* 
tery,  and  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board  might  be  decreed  when 
the  husband  maliciously  turns  his  wife  out  of  doors,  endangers  her 
life  by  cruel  treatment,  or  offers  intolerable  indignities  to  her  per* 
son.  {Laws  of  1814,  ch.  6.  And  vide  DieJdnson  v.  Dickinson^  3 
Murph.  li.  327.)  Before  the  passage  of  this  act  of  1814,  divorces 
in  North  Carolina  could  be  only  granted  by  the  legislature,  and  it 
was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  divorce  either  from  bed  and 
board,  or  from  the  bans  of  matrimony,  at  discretion,  without  regard 
to  the  law  as  it  then  stood.  But  in  that  year  the  legislature  trans- 
ferred fhll  jurisdiction  to  the  courts  in  cases  of  impotency  and 
adultery  to  divorce  eithet  from  bed  and  board,  or  from  the  bans  of 
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matrimony,  at  their  discretion.    {Oollier  v.  CcUiety  1  Dev.  JSq.  R. 
152.) 

These  brief  sketches,  showing  the  sonrces  of  authority  and  the 
early  practice  in  cases  of  divorce,  are  derived  from  the  opinions  of 
judges,  who  have  taken  the  trouble  to  examine  the  records  and 
bring  out  the  history  of  the  subject ;  and  very  likely  other  judges  * 
have  taken  a  similar  interest  in  other  States,  and  the  result  of  their 
examinations  may  be  found  in  tho  publislied  reports  of  the  states; 
but  it  is  not  thought  to  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  justify  any 
further  injury  in  this  place.  As  has  been  before  suggested,  all  of 
the  states,  with  the  exception  of  South  Carolina,  have  a  system 
of  divorce,  and,  for  causes  more  or  less  numerous,  the  marriage 
relation  may  be  dissolved. 

§  670.  It  might  be  interesting  to  trace  the  history  of  opinion 
npon  this  subject  of  divorce,  and  the  modifying  effect  which  the 
changing  conditions  of  society  have  produced  in  the  opinions  of 
good  men  in  respect  to  the  real  nature  and  object  of  the  marriage 
union,  and  the  policy  of  a  system  which  contemplates  its  dissolu- 
tion  in  certain  extreme  cases  during  the  lives  of  the  parties ;  but 
it  is  not  consistent  with  the  plan  of  this  work  to  occupy  any  con- 
siderable space  with  this  matter.    The  prevailing  opinion  upon 
the  subject  at  the  present  day  maybe  summarily.given :   "The 
rendering  of  the  contract  of  marriage  indissoluble  is  running  intx) 
the  opposite  extreme  from  that  of  permitting  divorces  at  the  pleas- 
ure of  the  parties.    There  are  many  persons  who,  on  the  idea  that 
the  marriage  contract  cannot  be  vacated  for  any  misconduct,  will 
not  behave  with  the  propriety  they  would  if  the  continuance  of  the 
contract  were  dependent  on  their  exertions  to  make  themselves 
agreeable  to  the  persons  with  whom  they  are  connected.     It  is  a 
great  hardship  that  a  person  who  has  been  unfortunate  in  forming 
a  matrimonial  connection  must  be  forever  precluded  from  any  pos- 
sibility of  extricating  himself  from  such  a  misfortune,  and  be  shot 
out  from  enjoying  the  best  pleasures  of  life.     This  consideration, 
instead  of  adding  to  the  happiness  of  the  connection,  must  frighten 
persons  from  entering  into  it.    It  is,  therefore,  the  best  policy  to 
admit  a  dissolution  of  the  contract  when  it  is  evident  that  the  par- 
ties cannot  derive  from  it  the  benefits  for  which  it  was  institnted; 
and  when,  instead  of  being  a  source  of  the  highest  pleasure  and 
most  enduring  felicity,  it  becomes  the  source  of  the  deepest  woe 
and  misery."    (1  SkoifVa  System^  191.) 
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"  The  idea  that,  according  to  any  just  view,  whenever  parties 
have  come  together  in  marriage,  they  have  thereby  placed  them- 
selves 80  far  in  each  other's  power  for  life  as  to  be  incapable  of 
freeing  themselves  by  any  act  of  the  law,  though  the  ends  of  their 
union  are  all  frustrated,  though  one  of  them  is  unwilling  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  undertaken,  though  every  hope  of  its  ministering 
to  the  well-being  of  the  parties  is  obliterated,  surely  can  have  place 
only  in  a  perverted  understanding.  True,  indeed,  is  it  that  this 
union  is  intended  to  be  for  life,  that  only  in  the  most  extrepae  cir- 
cumstances should  it  be  dissolved ;  but  the  very  fact  of  its  sacred 
nature,  too  sacred  to  be  made  matter  of  temporary  arrangement,  is 
the  strong  reason  why,  when  it  ceases  to  have  any  thing  worthy  to 
be  called  sacred  about  it,  when  an  erring  one  has  trampled  it  in 
the  mud  of  his  corruption  by  his  polluted  feet,  the  law  should 
c^ase  to  call  it  sacred,  and  pronounce  it  profaned  and  dissolved. 
The  idea  of  promoting  in  the  community  reverence  for  marriage 
by  holding  that  to  be  marriage  from  which  all  disgusting  tilings  do 
flow,  by  receiving  as  too  sacred  to  be  molested  the  relation  which 
breeds  cormptioh  in  the  souls  of  the  parties,  adulteries  in  the  com- 
munity, unnatural  developments  of  wickedness  in  children,  sorrow 
in  the  hearts  of  multitudes  made  by  God  to  be  happy,  blasphemies 
in  the  temple  of  matrimonial  purity,  is  too  preposterous,  too 
absurd,  to  be  reasoned  against ;  too  monstrous  to  be  credited  as  a 
fact  of  human  legislation,  did  not  testimony  not  to  be  rejected 
prove  its  existence."    (1  Bishop  on  Marriage  «7m?  Divorce^  §  46.) 

But  there  is  a  general  concurrence  of  opinion  at  the  present  day 

that  the  objects  of  the  matrimonial  union  are  best  subserved  by  a 

legal  policy  which  provides,  in  certain  aggravated  cases,  for  its 

dissolution,  although  the  opinions  of  men  very  naturally  differ  as 

to  the  extent  to  which  the  latitude  of  divorce  should  be  carried. 

An  opinion  adverse  to  a  divorce  under  any  circumstances  is  an 

exception  to  the  rule ;  and  it  is  doubtful,  even  in  South  Carolina, 

whether  the  prevailing  sentiment  is  not  opposed  to  the  policy 

which  forbids  all  divorces,  although  as  yet  no  system  of  divorce 

has  been  inaugurated  in  that  state.     The  divergency  of  opinion 

among  thoughtful  men  is  in  respect  to  the  facilities  for  obtaining  a 

divorce,  and  not  in  respect  to  the  propriety  of  granting  divorces 

at  all. 

Ill 
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CHAPTER  XLIL 

THE  DIFFERENT  SIXD8  OF  DIYOBCE — THE  DIVOBOE  FROH  THE  BOKDS 
OF  MATRIMONT — CAUSES  FOB  AN  ABSOLUTE  DIVORCE — THE  DIVORCE 
FROM  BED  AND  BOABD — GBOUNDS  OF  SUCH  DIVOBCE. 

§  671.  Thebe  are  two  kinds  of  divorce  usually  recognized  ia 
England  and  the  United  States :  an  absolute  divorce  irom  the 
bond  of  matrimony,  or,  in  Latin,  a  divorce  a  Wncn/^  nuxirimonii; 
and  a  divorce  simply  from  bed  and  board,  or,  as  the  Latin  expresses 
it,  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  (horo.  The  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii 
is  a  complete  dissolation  of  the  bond  of  matrimony,  and  puts  an 
end  to  the  marriage  relation.  The  divorce,  a  mensa  et  thoro,  is  not 
a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract,  but  is  a  mere  judicial  separa- 
ration  of  the  parties,  while  the  matrimonial  relation  still  continues 
to  exist.  In  some  of  the  states  all  divorces  are  absolute  and  com- 
pletely terminate  the  marriage  relation ;  and  technically  in  England 
they  haVe  only  the  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  though 
they  have  a  judicial  separation  which  has  the  same  force  and  effect 
as  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro.  In  a  few  of  the  states  the  divorce 
may  be  either  absolute  or  limited,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
or  even  at  the  election  of  the  party  applying  for  it,  and  sometimes 
for  the  same  causes,  and  upon  the  same  state  of  facts ;  and  in  one 
or  two  of  the  states  the  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  is  granted  as  a 
preliminary  to  the  divorce  a  vinculo  Tnatrimonii.  As  a  general 
rule,  however,  it  may  be  affirmed  that  the  character  of  the  divorce 
is  determined  by  statute,  leaving  no  discretion  in  the  tribunal  before 
which  the  application  is  made.  In  those  states  where  the  statute 
authorizes  the  court  to  make  the  separation  perpetual  or  only  for 
a  limited  period,  the  courts  always  hold  this  is  not  an  arbitrary 
discretion,  but  one  which  should  be  judiciously  exercised.  It  was 
said  in  one  case ;  ^^  although  a  divorce  a  m^nsa  et  thoro  may  be 
allowed  in  some  instances  tOi«a  person  who  is  not  entirely  impeccar 
ble,  who  may  not  have  been  exemplary  in  all  the  attentions  and 
stipulated  oMces  assumed  in  contracting  this  relatiou,  yet  the 
policy  of  the  law,  the  interest  of  the  offspring,  the  tranquillity  and 
happiness  of  families  iju  general,  forbid  the  dissolution  of  mar- 
riage at  the  suit  of  a  person  to  whom  default  in  any  of  the  essen- 
tial duties  of  married  life  can  be  fairly  imputed."  (  WhiUinyUm  v. 
WhiUingUm^  2  Deo.  <&  Bat,  B.  64.    Vide  aiso  Ru&edge  v.  RuUedge^ 
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5  Sneed'a  JR.  654.  jBunkhaUs  v.  BuckMts^  21  Geo.  li.  238- 
Conant  v.  Conanty  10  QU.  M.  249.)  la  a  ^aae  before  the  late 
court  of  chancery  iu  the  State  of  New  York,  in  18J.9,  where,  by  the 
Btatnte  concerning  divorces,  th^  enlarged  discretion  was  given  the 
court,  Chancellor  Kent  observed :  "  There  is  much  embarrassment 
on  the  ground  of  policy  and  public  morality,  with  these  partial 
dissolutions  of  the  matrimonial. union.  It  is  throwing  the  parties 
back  upon  society,  in  the  undefined  jand  dangerous  characters  of  a 
wile  without  a  husband,  and  a  husband  without  a  wife.  ^  *  ^ 
There  are  objections  to  a  separation  for  a  precise  or  limited  time, 
though  such  decrees  have  been  rendered.  It  may  inspire  a  con- 
stant fear  on  the  one  side,  and  nourish  hopes  of  revenge  on  the 
other.  It  rather  appears  to  me  to  be  the  most  kind  and  salutary 
course  to  declare  the  separation  perpetual,  with  a  power,  however, 
reserved  to  the  parties  to  come  together  under  the  .sanction  of  the 
court,  whenever  they  shall  find  it  to  be  their  mutual  and  voluntary 
disposition."  {Barrere  v.  Barrere^  4  Johm.  Ch.  R.  187,.  191.) 
And  in  another  case  before  the  same  learned  chancellor,  as  early 
as  1815,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the  parties  were  young,  and  it 
was  thought  possible  that  a  temporary  separation  would  be  suffi- 
cient for  correction  and  admonition ;  the  chancellor  said :.  ^^  I  shall 
give  them  an  opportunity  at  a  distant  period  of  re-entering  into 
their  duties,  and  of  seeking  for  mutual  consolation  and  happiness 
in  conjugal  life."    {BedM  v.  BedeU,  1  Jphiia.  Ch.  JR.  j604,  606.) 

§  673;  The  divorce  is  sometimes  granted  by  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture, and,  in  such  cases,  no  rule  can  be  stated  in  respect  to  the 
causes  for  which  an  absolute  divorce  will  be  granted.  It  is  gen* 
erally  supposed  that  unless  the  fundamental  law  of  the  state 
expressly  prohibits  legislative  divorces,  the  legislature  may  grant 
such  divorces  in  its  discretion,  although  a  satisfactory  reason  is 
nsually  given  for  the  divorce,  in  every  case.  But  the  subject  of 
legislative  divorces  is  at  present  of  but  little  practical  interest  in 
the  United  States,  from  the  fact  that  jarisdiction  is  generally  given 
to  the  courts  in  all  cases  of  divorce,  and  in  many  states  constitn* 
tional  provisions  exist  prohibiting  such  divorces.  In  fact,  the 
courts  have  occasionally  hdd  in  those  states  where  there  is  no 
express  inhibition,  that  such  divorces  are  an  infringement  of  the 
provisions  of  the  federal  constitution  prohibiting  the  passage  of 
any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  In  a  case  in  the 
State  of  Florida,  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  took  this  view. 
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Semmes,  J ,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  insisted  that 
there  was  no  good  reason  why  this  provision  of  the  constitntion 
should  be  restricted  to  contracts  of  a  pecuniary  nature,  and  not 
embrace  that  of  marriage,  saying  that  the  contract  of  marriage  was 
comprehended  by  the  words  of  the  constitution,  and  that  there 
was  no  rule  of  construction  that  would  exclude  it,  in  the  absence 
of  any  thing  to  show  that  it  is  not  within  its  spirit.  {Ponder  v. 
Oraham^  4  Flor,  R.  23.)  A  similar  opinion  has  been  advanced  in 
other  cases,  but  the  doctrine  is  not  generally  recognized  as  being 
sound,  and  yet  the  practice  of  dissolving  the  marriage  relation  by 
«  acts  of  the  legislature  is  so  little  resorted  to  in  the  United  States, 
that  it  is  not  thought  necessary  to  refer  to  the  discussions  which 
have  been  had,  and  the  doctrines  declared  in  respect  to  tliat  species 
of  divorce. 

§  673.  The  causes  for  an  absolute  divorce  are  generally  pre- 
scribed by  statute,  and  there  is  a  wide  difference  in  the  statutes  of 
the  several  states  upon  the  subject.  The  adultery  of  the  party, 
however,  is  a  ground  of  divorce  a  vincido  matrimonii  in  all,  or 
nearly  all,  of  the  states;  perhaps  in  all  of  the  states,  with  the 
exception  of  South  Carolina,  where  they  have  no  divorces  at  all, 
either  by  the  sentence^f  a  court  of  justice,  or  by  act  of  the  l^is- 
lature.  Indeed  no  offense  is  regarded  so  repugnant  to  the  mar- 
riage relation  as  that  of  adultery,  and  hence  that  is  a  cause  for  an 
absolute  divorce  in  all  countries  where  divorces  are  granted  for 
any  cause  whatever.  Adultery  consists  in  the  carnal  connection 
of  one  of  the  married  parties  with  any  other  person  than  him  or 
her  to  whom  he  or  she  is  married.  The  offense  can  be  committed 
only  by  a  married  person,  although  the  associate  in  the  act  may 
be  either  married  or  single.  Tlie  law  formerly  treated  adultery  as 
an  offense  against  society,  but  recently  it  is  treated  as  an  offense 
against  the  moral  law,  for  which  the  offender  is  accountable  to  the 
injured  party.  The  public  sentiment  is  generally  against  treating 
it  as  a  criminal  offense,  although  in  some  x>(  the  states  it  is  punish* 
able  by  fine  and  imprisonment.  In  all  countries  the  offense  of 
incontinence  by  the  man  is  differently  considered  from  the  same 
offense  in  the  woman,  although  it  is  very  diiBcult  in  principle  to 
discover  the  distinction.  In  England,  it  is  only  the  husband,  ordi- 
narily, that  can  have  an  absolute  divorce  for  the  incontinence 
of  the  wife,  but  in  France  and  in  all  of  the  United  States,  the 
adultery  of  either  party  is  a  ground  of  absolute  divorce,  on  the 
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petition  of  the  party  aggrieved ;  and  in  England,  if  the  adultery 
of  the  husband  is  incestuous,  or  coupled  with  bigamy  or  rape,  the 
wife  may  have  her  absolute  divorce.  The  adultery  in  every  case 
must  be  voluntary,  for  if  the  connection  were  the  result  of  mistake, 
or  force,  it  is  not  the  foundation  for  a  divorce ;  that  is  if  the  wife 
were  ravished,  or  if  the  husband  should  have  carnal  knowledge  of 
a  woman  honestly  believing  her  to  be  his  wife,  the  offense  is  not 
committed  so  as  to  justify  a  divorce,  or  if  the  party  were  insane  at 
the  time  of  the  connection.  The  carnal  act  under  such  circum- 
stances, would  not  constitute  adultery.  {IfichoU  v.  NichdU^  31 
Yt.  R.  328.  Broadstreet  v.  Broadatreet,  7  Mass.  B.  474.)  But 
no  pretended  religious  opinion  favoring  adultery  can  be  uiged  in 
defense  of  the  act.  (JTAquiiar  v.  jyAquUaVy  1  JTo^.  Eo,  B,  773. 
1  BisL  Mar.  and  JDiv.  %  713.) 

§  674«  As  a  general  rule  a  person  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  a 
state  prison  or  penitentiary  for  life,  is  deemed  civilly  dead,  and  there- 
fore such  sentence,  in  case  of  a  married  man  or  woman,  ipso  facto 
dissolves  the  marriage  union.  And  in  several  of  the  states^  the 
conviction  and  sentence  to  the  state  prison  for  a  specified  number 
of  years,  less  than  fbr  life,  is  cause  for  an  absolute  divorce.  Thus, 
in  the  States  of  Vermont,  Michigan,  Wisconsin,  Kevada,  Nebraska 
and  others,  a  conviction  of  felony  and  sentence  to  the  state  prison 
for  the  term  of  three  years  or  more,  is  made  a  ground  for  divorce 
a  mnctdo  fnatrimonii ;  and  in  some  of  the  states,  as  in  Illinois, 
Kentucky,  Missouri,  Minnesota  and  Oregon,  the  simple  conviction 
of  a  felony  or  infamous  crime  is  cause  for  a  divorce ;  and  in  others 
of  the  states,  as  in  Connecticut,  the  conviction  of  tb6  offense  of 
bestiality,  or  any  other  infamous  crime  involving  a  violation  of  con- 
jugal duty  and  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison,  is 
deemed  a  sufficient  cause  of  divorce  from  the  bonds  of  matrimony. 
In  these  cases  it  has  been  held  that  if  there  should  be  a  discrepancy 
between  the  name  of  the  party  in  the  record  of  conviction  and  in 
the  proceedings  for  a  divorce,  evidence  aliunde  will  be  admissible 
to  show  that  both  names  refer  to  the  same  person.  (  Uisler  v.  TJtsLer^ 
Wright's  R.  627.) 

§  675.  In  many  of  the  states,  as  in  Vermont,  Connecticut,  New 
Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Illinois  and  most  of  the  western  states, 
cruelty,  or  as  it  is  sometimes  named,  "extreme  cruelty,"  "such 
inhuman  treatment  as  to  endanger  life,"  or  "  cruel  and  barbarous 
treatment,"  is  a  valid  ground  for  an  absolute  divorce.    When  this 
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18  made  a  cause  of  divorce,. there  is  often  difficulty  in  detennining 
whether  the  act  complained  of  amounts  to  cruelty  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  there  has  been  no  small  amount  of 
litigation  as  to  the  defitiition  and  nature  of  legal  cruelty.  But  in 
cases  where  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  for  tliis 
6ause,  it  is  generally  Understood  that  legal  cruelty  is  that  which  may 
endanger  the  life  or  health  of  the  party.  Lord  Stowell,  in  hfe 
master  opinion,  pronounced  eighty  years  ago,  is  often  quoted  as  a 
leading  "authority  upon  the  subject ;  and  he  said,  "  what  merely 
woutidffthe  mental  feelings  is  in  few  cases  to  be  admitted,  where 
not  accompanied  with  bodily  injury,  either  actual  or  menaced. 
Here  austerity  of  temper,  petulance  of  manner,  rudeness  of  Ian* 
guage,  a  want  of  civil  attention  and  accommodation,  even  occasional 
sallies  of  passion,  if  they  do  not  threaten  bodily  harm,  do  not 
amount  to  legal  cruelty;  they  are  high  moral  offenses  in  the  mar- 
riage state  undoubtedly,  not  innocent  surely  in  any  state  of  life, 
but  still  they  are  not  that  cruelty  which  the  law  can  relieve.  Under 
such  miscondtict  of  either  of  flie  parties,  for  it  may  exist  on  one 
side  as  well  as  on  the  other,  the  suffering  party  mtist  bear  in  some 
degree  the  consequences  of  an  injudicious  connection ;  must  sub- 
due by  decent  resistance  or  by  prudent  conciliation ;  and,  if  this 
catmot  be  d6ne,  both  must  suffer  in  sflence.  *  *  *  In  the 
older  cases  of  this  sort,  which  Ihave  had  an  opportunity  of  loofc- 
ing  into,'!  hikve  observed  that  the  danger  of  life,  limb  or  health  is 
usually  inserted  as  the  ground  upon  which  the  court  has  proceeded 
to  a  separation.  This  doctrifie  has  been  repeatedly  applied  by  the 
eourt  in  the  cases  that  have  been  cfted.  The  court  has  never  been, 
driven  off  this  gi^und.  It  has  been  always  jealous  of  the  incon- 
venience of  departing  from  it,  and  I  have  heard  no  one  case  dtod 
in  which  ther  court  has  granted  a  divorce  without  proof  given  of  a 
ri3(Z8&nable  apprehension  of  bodily  hurt."  {JShans  v.  JBwinB^  1 2foy. 
<hn.  H:  85.)  ■    ^    '■■  ■ 

'  In  Englandj  at  the  time  this  opinion  was  pronounced,  cruelty 
was  eause  for  a  divorce  only  from  bed  and  board,  but  the  definition 
of  legal  cruelty  laid  down  by  the  eminent  judge,  is  generally 
reoogni'zed  as  authority  in  those  states  -^here  cruelty  is  a  ground 
•for  an  absolute  divorce.  The  general  doctrine  would  seem  to  be 
ihat  there  must  be  either  actual  violence  committed,  attended  with 
danger  to  life,  limb  or  health,  or  there  must  be  a  reasonable 
apprehension  of  stich  violence.    ( Vide  J^aw  v.  Shaw,  17  Cbim. 
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B.  189.  Butter  v.  Bvdery  1  Par9(m\  B.  329,  334.  Sharmxm  v. 
Sharman^  18  Texas  B,  521,  525.  Mahone  v.  Mahone^  19  6vs2.  i?. 
626.  Mai^ria  v.  Morris^  14  iJ.  76.  Fiwirf  v.  TTand,  Ih.  512. 
Finley  v.  JFinley,  9  Banana  B.  52.  Thoniberry  v.  ITiornberry^  2 
f/.  (/.  Marsh.  B.  322.)  In  the  statute  of.  Illinois  the  words  are, 
^^and  for  extreme  and  repeated  cruelty,  and  habitual  drunkenness 
for  the  space  of  two  years ; "  the  courts  hold  that  the  two  years 
specified  do  not  apply  when  the  case  is  one  of  cruelty.  {Hannan 
V.  Earrruin,  16  III.  B.  86.)  '  . 

As  a  general  rule,  one  act  of  cruelty,  unless  a  very  aggravated  one, 
will  not  suffice  to  authorize  a  divorce.  The  acts  must  be  persistent, 
unless  they  are  such  as  to  lead  to  the  presumption  that  they  will 
be  repeated.  {Mahone  v.  Mahone^  19  Cal.  B.  626, 628.  Richards 
V.  Bichards,  1  Chranfs  CaseSy  389.  Oraecen  v.  Oraecen^  1  OreerCs 
Ch.  B.  459.  FMey  v.  Fvnley^  9  Dam,(Cs  B.  53.  Lauber  v.  Mash^ 
16  La.  An.  B.  593.  JDoyU  v.  Doijlei  26  Mo.  B.  545.)  As  has 
been  intimated,  aotnal  violence  is  not  always  necessary.  By  the 
statute  of  Iowa,  when  the  husband  ^^  is  jguilty  of  such  inhuman 
treatment  aa  to  endang^  the  life  of  his  wife,"  the  court  held  that» 
A3  a  specific  cause  of  divorce,  this  clause  is  the  definition  pf 
that  degree  of  cruelty  which  entitles  the  party  to  a  divorce ;  ^'  but 
threats  of  violence,  when  there  is  danger  of  harm — that  is,  of  harm 
or  injury  to  the  life  of  the  party,  are  sufficient."  (Beebe  v.  Beebey  10 
I(ma  B.  133, 135, 139.     Carathurs  v.  Carathurs^  13  ib.  266.) 

Usually  in  cases  of  applications  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
cruelty,  the  complaint  proceeds  from  the  wife,  and  yet  the  law 
of  most  of  the  states  where  cruelty  is  a  cause  for  "an  absolute 
divorce,  authorizes  the  divorce  as  well  on  the  application  of  the 
husband  as  of  the  wife.    {Be^e  v.  Bed>e^  supra.) 

%  676.  So  also  in  many  of  the  states  abandonment  and  desertion 
is  ground  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii^  although  the  durar 
tion  of  auch  abandonment  and  desertion  in  order  to  justify  the 
divorce,  is  varied  by  the  statutes  authorizing  the  same. 

The  civil  and  canon  law,-  according  to  Godolphin,  allow  of 
divorce  after  a  long  absenccy  but  are  not  agreed  touohing  the  time 
of  that  absence :  for  in  one  place  it  is  often  two  years,  in  another 
three  years,  in  another  four.  Others  hold  that  the  civil  law  requires 
five  years'  absence  before  there  may  be  a  divorce  on  that  account. 
^*  But  the  truth  is,"  ho  affirms,  ^'  no  absence,  be  it  for  any  time 
whatever,  doth  properly  cause  a  divorce  in  law.    Indeed,,  seyep 
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jehrs^  absence,  without  any  tidings  or  intelligence  of  or  from  the 
absent  party,  as  to  indempnise  the  woman  from  the  penalty  of 
polygamy,  if  in  any  case  she  marry  again.  Also  the  canon  law 
hath  decreed,  that  if  the  wife  refuse  to  dwell  with  her  Christiaa 
husband,  he  may  lawfully  leave  her."  {Godolph.  Ah.  194.)  And 
there  are  provisions,  as  we  have  seen,  in  the  statutes  of  several  of 
the  United  States,  sanctioning  the  marriage  of  a  person  whose 
husband  or  wife  sha^l  have  absented  himself  or  herself  for  a  speci- 
fied number  of  years,  without  being  known  to  such  person  to  be 
living  {ante  %  642) ;  but  in  these  cases  such  absence  is  no  cause 
for  divorce,  and  such  absence  does  not  come  under  the  head  of 
abandonment  and  desertion  where  that  is  declared  to  be  a  cause 
for  divorce. 

The  offense  of  abandonment  and  desertion,  as  a  ground  of 
divorce,  although  differently  expressed  in  the  statutes  of  those 
states  where  it  is  made  a  ground  of  divorce,  is  generally  understood 
to  be  a  willful  and  malicious  desertion  of  the  party,  intending 
thereby  to  renounce  the  marriage  relation.  The  period  of  deser- 
tion to  justify  the  divorce  is  usually  fixed  by  the  statute,  and  differs 
in  many  of  the  states.  Thus,  by  the  laws  of  Yermont  there  must 
be  "  willful  desertion  for  three  consecutive  years."  {Gen.  SUU,  1863, 
ch.  70,  §  20.)  In  Kew  Hampshire  the  provision  is  "  when  either 
party,  without  sufiicient  cause,  and  without  the  consent  of  the 
other,  shall  have  abandoned  such  other,  and  refused  for  three  years 
to  cohabit  with  such  other."  (  Vide  Payeon  v.  Payeon^  34  N.  H. 
R.  518.)  In  Maine  willful  desertion  for  five  years  is  a  ground  of 
divorce.  {Fdhwe  v.  Fellows^  31  Maine  i?.  342.)  In  Connecticut 
there  must  be  "  seven  Jrears'  absence,  not  heard  of."  {Gen.  StaL. 
1866,  tit.  13,'cA.  3,  §  32.)  In  New  Jersey  it  is  "willful,  continued 
and  obstinate  desertion  for  the  term  of  five  years."  {Elm.  Dig. p. 
206,  §§  8,  4,  8.)  In  Pennsylvania  the  language  is  **willftil  and 
malicious  desertion  and  absence  from  the  habitation  of  the  other, 
without  a  reasonable  cause,  for  and  during  the  term  and  space  of 
two  years."  {Laws  of  1815.  6  Smithes  ZawSy  286.  Jhinlop^i 
Zaw8^  p.  319.)  In  Ohio,  when  either  of  the  parties  is  willfully 
absent  for  three  years,  a  divorce  may  be  granted.  In  Indiana, 
willful  desertioti  for  one  year  is  sufficient.  (2  Pev.  Stat,  of  1862, 
oh.  6,  §  7.)  In  Illinois,  where  the  party  *'  has  willfully  deserted 
and  absented  himself  or  herself  from  the  husband  or  wife,  without 
any  reasonable  cause,  for  the  space  of  two  years,"  an  absolute 
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divorce  may  be  granted.  (1  Gen.  Stat,  of  1858,^.  150,  §  1.)  And 
the  law  is  Bubstantiallj  the  same  in  Michigan.  ■  {Com.]),  Stat.  1857, 
eh,  108,  §  6.)  In  Missouri,  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  will 
be  granted  when  the  husband  or  wife  absents  himself  or  herself 
'^without  reasonable  cause  for  the  space  of  one  year."  {Gen.  Stat, 
of  1865,  eh.  114,  §  1.)  The  law  is  the  same  in  Minnesota.  {Gen. 
Stat,  of  1868,  ch.  63.)  In  Iowa  the  desertion  must  be  two  years. 
{Lome  qf  1860,  p.  429,  §  2534.)  In  the  new  State  of  Nevada,  the 
law  is  substantially  the  same.  {Lawe  of  1861,  ch.  83,  §  22.)  And 
the  law  is  the  same  in  the  new  State  of  Nebraska.  {Rev.  Stat,  of 
1866,  ch.  16,  §  6.)  In  Oregon,  it  is  "willful  desertion  for  the 
period  of  three  years."  {Gen.  Stat.  1864,  ch.  6,  §  491.)  The  laws 
of  California  and  Mississippi  are  similar.  {Comp.  Stat.  Cal.  1853, 
ch.  116.  Hev.  Stat,  of  Miee.  p.  333,  art.  11.)  In  Kentucky  the 
court  of  chancery  may  decree  an  absolute  divorce  ^or  the  abandon- 
ment and  separation  by  one  party  from  the  other  for  one  year, 
upon  the  application,  of  course,  of  the  party  not  in  fault.  (2  Rev. 
Stati  p.  17,  art.  3,  §  1.)  In  Tennessee  the  words  of  the  statute  are 
"  willful  and  malicious  desertion  or  absence  by  the  husband  or  wife, 
without  a  reasonable  cause,  for  the  space  of  two  years."  (  Vide 
Stewart  v.  Stewart^  2  Swanks  R.  591.  Rudedge  v.  Rutledge^  5 
Sneed*e  R.  654.)  In  Georgia,  it  is  "  willful  and  continued  deser- 
tion for  the  term  of  three  years."  (  Vide  Wood  v.  Wood^  29  Geo.  R. 
281.)  And  in  Florida  the  provision  is  "for  willful,  obstinate 
and  continued  desertion,  by  either  party,  for  the  term  of  a  year," 
(Thomp.  Dig.  223.) 

The  provisions  given  are  supposed  to  be  ip  accordance  with  the 
statutes  of  the  several  states  now  in  force ;  but  as  the  ^atutes  are 
occasionally  changed,  the  practitioner  will  be  careful  to  examine 
the  statutes  of  the  state  in  which  the  application  is  made. 

§  677.  It  would  seem  that  the  legal  meaning  of  these  words 
"desertion"  and  "abandonment"  was  so  apparent  that  there 
should  be  no  question  In  regard  to  it ;  and  yet  there  has  been  a 
vast  deal  of  litigation  involving  simply  the  interpretation  to  be 
given  to  the  various  phrases  made  use  of  in  the  statutes*  In 
theory^  the  courts  hold  that  the  aseent  of  the  party  to  the  separation 
and  absence  of  the  other  will  prevent  the  divorce,  although  such 
assent  may  be  revoked  when  the  absence  may  amount  to  desertion 
{Butler  V.  BuUer^  1  Pa/rson^s  R.  329) ;  or,  if  the  husband  should 
make  a  provision  for  the  support  of  his  wife  away  from  him,  he 
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cannot  claim  her  absence  to  be  desertion  (  Vtmleer  v.  Vanleery  13 
Penn.  i?.  211);  or,  if  the. husband  shoiald  decide  to  leare  the 
conntry,  and  his  wife  should  refuse  to  accompany  him,  it  would 
not  be  desertion.  {Bishop  v.  Biahap^  30  Penn.  JR.  412.  And  vide 
Smith  V.  Smithy  16  Leg.  Int.  856.)  In  theary  it  is  held  that  the 
party  must  actually  cease  to  cohabit,  with  the  iniention  to  desert 
the  other  party,  and  the  desertion  must  be,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, continued  the  term  of  time  prescribed ;  but  in  jpraetice  the 
offending  party,  that  is,  the  deserter^  often  obtains  the  divorce  upon 
his  own  application.  For  instance,  the  cases  are  very  frequent 
where  the  husband  in  the  State  of  New  York,  for  example,  gets  at 
variance  with  his  wife,  and  wishes  to  be  freed  from  her,  whereupon 
he  abandons  her  and  goes  into  one  of  the  western  states,  remains 
there  the  requisite  time,  and  then  carnplc^ina  that  bis  wife  has 
deserted  him,  and  applies  for  a  divorce,  and,  upon  complying 
Uohnieaily  with  the  practice  of  the  court,  he  obtains  his  decree; 
the  fact  being  all  the  while  that  hi^  forsaken  and  deserted  wife 
would  rcgoioe  to  follow  and  cohabit  with  him,  if  he  would  but 
permit  it.  To  be  sure,  if  all  the  facts  were  got  before  the  court, 
the  application  would  be  denied ;  but,  as  a  genial  rule,  the  wife 
has  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  until  the  matter  is  ended  i^d  the 
divorce  granted. 

§  67Sk  As  a  general  rule  la  these  cases  suggested  in  the  closing 
paragraphs  of  the  last  section,  the  husband  bases  his  applicatioB 
upon  the  ground  that  he  has  seen  fit  to  emigrate  to  the  new  state 
in  order  to  better  his  condition,  and  his  wife,  not  following  him,  is 
guilty  of  desertion.  But. even  if  the  fact  was  as  he  affirnos,  his 
wife  might  not  be  guilty  of  desertiou  withjn  the  meaning  of  the 
statute*  In  a  case  arising  under  the  Yermont  statute,  Kedfield, 
Ch.  J.,  said  :  ^^  While  we  recognize  fully  the  rights  of  the  husband 
to  direct  the  affairs  of  his  own  house,  and  to  determine  the  place 
of  the  abode  of  the  family,  and  that  it  is  in  general  the  duty  of  the 
wife  to  submit  to  such  determinations,  it  is  still  not  an  entirely  arbi- 
trary power  which  the  husband  exercises  in  those  matters.  He  must 
exercise  reason  and  discretion  in  r^ard  to  them.  If  Ibers  i^  any 
ground  to  conjecture,  that  the  husband  requires  the  wife  to  reside 
where  her  health  and>her  comfort  will  be  jeoparded,  or  even  where 
she  seriously  believes  snch  results  will  follow  which  will  almoat  ctf 
necessity  produoo  this  effect^  and  it  is  only  upon  that  ground  that 
she  separates  from  him,  the  court  cannot  regard  her  desertion  as 
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continued  from  mere  willfulness.''  {Powell  v.  Powell^  29  Vt.  B. 
148,  150.)  And  a  similar  doctrine  has  been  held  bj  the  courts  in 
Pennsylvania  and  in  Wisconsin.  {Bishop  y.  Bi^iopj  30  Perm.  B. 
412.  Gleason  y.  Oleasorij  4  Wis.  B.  64.  Vide  also  Hard/enburgh 
y.  Hardeninirgh^  14  Cal.  B.  654.)  If  the  husband,  in  good  fidth^ 
undertakes  to  change  his  residence,  and  there  is  no  good  and  legal 
reason  whj  his  wife  should  object  to  it,  and,  notwithstanding,  she 
refuses  to  accompany  him  and  stays  behind,  the  rule  would  be 
different,  and  it  might  be  regarded  as  a  case  of  desertion.  (  Yid^ 
WaOcer  y.  Zeightm,  11  Foster'e  B.  111.) 

It  seems  there  may  be  cases  of  literal  abandonment  of  the  husband 
by  the  wife,  and  yet  not  amount  to  deierUon^  so  as  to  justify  a 
diyorce.  For  example,  where  the  absence  of  the  wife  is  occasioned 
by  the  ill-treatment  or  neglect  -of  the  husband,  and  vice  versus 
{Oray  y.  Gray,  15  Ala.  B.  779,  784,  785;)  Upon  this  point,  it 
was  said  in  a  Maryland  case,  ^'  if  a  man  fails  to  supply  his  wife 
with  such  necessaries  and  comforts  of  life  Us  me  within  his  reach, 
and  by  cruelty  compels  her  to  quit  him  and  seek  shelter  and  pro* 
tection  elsewhere,  we  should  haye  no  hesitation  in  saying  it  would 
be  as  much  abandonment  of  her  by  him  ais  if  he  had  deserted  her 
and  gone  away  himself."  {Levering  y.  Levering,  16  Md.  B.  213, 
219.)  It  is  obseryidd  here  that  the  court  intimates  l^at  the  wife 
might  be  diyoroed  on  account  of  the  abandonment  by  her  husband ; 
and  the  same  doctrine  has  been  maintained  in  Ck)Rneotiout  and 
North  Carolina.  (  Vide  Be&oe'e  L>(m.  Bel.  8d  ed.  827.  Wood  v. 
Wood,  5  Ired.  B.  614.) 

WiUfnl  n^lect  without  desertion  in  the  State  of  Oalifomia  is  a 
ground  ^f  divorce.  ( WaeU^unv  y.  WasAbum,  9  Gal.  B.  475.) 
'  §  679.  In  several  of  the  states  holbitacil  drunkenness  for  a  speci- 
fied time  is  a  ground  of  divorce  a  vinctdo  matrimonii.  Thus,  in 
the  State  of  Connecticut,  the  superior  conrt  may  grant  an  absolute 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  the  '^  habitual  intemperance  "  of  the  party, 
without  specifying  the  length  of  time  during  whidi  the  habit  must 
exist  in  order  to  constitute  the  offense  {Oen.  Slat.  1866,  Hi.  13,  ch. 
3,  §  32);  and,  by  the  statutes  of  Nebraska  and  Nevada,  it  i^  only 
necessary  to  show  that  the  party  is  an  '^  habitual  drunkard,"  r^ard* 
less  of  the  duration  of  the  habit,  except  that  it  must,  of  course, 
exist  long  enoagh  to  become  '* habitual"  or  oonJBrmed.  {Bev. 
Stat.  Nebraska^  1866,  oh.  16,  §  6.  Laws  of  Nevada  of  186JL^  a&. 
38,  §22.) 
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In  the  State  of  Iowa,  "  habitual  drunkenness  "  is  the  cause  stated 
{Rev.  LaMo%  of  1860,  p.  429);  and  the  provisious  of  the  Indiana 
Btatute  are,  in  substance,  the  same.    (2  Reo.  Stat  1862,  ch.  6,  §  7.) 

In  Minnesota  and  Missouri,  the  provision  is,  the  '^  habitual  drunk- 
enness "  of  the  partj  for  one  year  next  preceding  the  bringing  of 
the  action.  {Gen.  Zaws  of  Minn,  of  1868,  cA.  53,  §  7.  Gen.  Stat, 
of  Mo.  ^1865,  ch.  114,  §  1.) 

In  the  State  of  Illinois  the  ground  is,  ^^  habitual  drunkenness  for 
the  space  of  two  years".  (1  Gen.  Stat,  of  1858,  p.  150,  §  1);  and, 
in  Oregon,  the  provision  is,  ^'  habitual  gross  drunkenness,  contracted 
since  marriage,  and  continuing  for  two  years  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit."    {Gen.  /S&rf.  1864,  ch.  6,  §  491.) 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky  the  wife  is  entitled  to  a  divorce  a  vin- 
*eulo  matrimonii  on  the  ground  of  "  confirmed  drunkenness  on  the 
part  of  the  husband  not  less  than  one  year's  duration,  accompanied 
witli  a  wasting  of  his  estate^  and  without  any  suitable  provision 
for  the  maintenance  of  his  wife  and  children."  (2  Reo.  Stat.  p. 
17,  aH.  3,  §  1.    And  vide  McKay  v.  McKay ^  18  B.  Man.  R.  8.) 

In  order  to  constitute  the  offense  of  ^^  habitual  drunkenness," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  party 
be  drunk  all  the  time.  If  there  is  a  fixed  habit  of  drinking  to 
excess  to  such  a  degree  as  to  disqualify  a  person  from  attending 
to  his  business  during  the  principal  portion  of  the  time  usually 
devoted  to  business,  it  is  '^  habitual  drunkenness,"  although  the 
person  may,  at  intervals,  be  in  a  condition  to  attend  to  his  business 
affairs.  {Mahone  v.  Mahone,  19  Cal.  R.  626,  628.)  But  there  is, 
in  general,  little  or  no  danger  of  the  person  prematurely  regarding 
his  or  her  spouse  as  a  drunkard,  for  the  last  person  to  learn  that 
a  man  is  a  drunkard  is  himself,  and  the  next  to  the  last  person  to 
find  it  out  is  his  wife. 

§  680.  In  a  few  of  the  states,  "  personal  indignities,  rendering 
life  burdensome,"  is  made  a  ground  of  divorce  a  vinculo  matri- 
monii. This  is  the  la\t  of  Oregon  {Gen.  Stat.  1864,  ch.  5,  §  491); 
and  in  the  States  of  Minnesota  and  Missouri  the  law  is  the  same, 
except  the  language  of  the  statute  is  '^intolerable  indignities." 
{Gen.  Stat,  of  Minn.  1858,  ch.  63.  Gen.  Stat,  of  Mo.  1865,  du 
114,  §  1.  And  vide  Chatham  v,  Chatham^  10  Mo.  R.  296.)  In 
Kentucky  the  provision  is,  "  habitually  behaving  toward  her  by 
the  husband  for  not  less  than  six  months  in  such  an  inhuman 
manner  as  to  indicate  a  settled  aversion  to  her,  and  to  destroy  per- 
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manently  her  peace  and  happiness."  (2  JSev.  Stai,  p.  17,  art.  3, 
§  1.)  And  in  Pennsylvania  the  provision  is,  where  the  husband 
shall  have  ^^  offered  such  indignities  to  her  person  as  to  render  her 
condition  intolerable,  and  life  burdensome,  and  thereby  force  her 
to  withdraw  from  his  house  and  family."  (6  Smithes  Law9^  286. 
Arid  vide  Butler  v,  BuUer^  1  Pars.  R.  829.  Light  v.  Lights  17 
Serg.  dk  Rawl^e  R.  273.)  In  Connecticut  the  language  of  the 
statute  is,  ^^such  misconduct  as  permanently  destroys  the  happiness 
of  the  petitioner,  and  defeats  the  purposes  of  the  marriage  rela- 
tion." {Gm.  Stai;.  1866,  Ut.  13,  ch.  8,  §  82.)  In  these  cases  the 
provision  is  in  favor  of  the  wife  as  a  general  rule,  pro-supposing 
that  there  is  no  occasion  for  such  relief  for  the  husband,  although 
in  some  instances  the  statute  makes  the  offense  mutual. 

An  indignity  to  the  person  may  be  offered  without  striking  the 
body,  or  even  touching  it  in  a  rude  and  offensive  manner.  Con- 
tumelious words,  especially  when  accompanied  with  a  contempt- 
uous demeanor,  toward  a  person,  may  amount  to  an  indignity 
which  would  be  felt  by  a  sensitive  m:nd  with  ikr  keener  anguish 
than  would  be  inflicted  by  a  blow.  (  Vide  Cdbh  t.  CbW,  2  Jonea^ 
JSq.  R.  392.)  It  is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  rules  that  will 
apply  to  all  cases  in  determining  what  indignities  are  grounds  of 
divorce  because  they  render  the  condition  of  the  injured  party 
intolerable.  The  habits  and  feelings  of  different  persons  differ  so 
much  that  treatment  which  would  produce  the  deepest  distress 
with  one  would  make  but  a  slight  impressioii  upon  the  feelings  of 
the  other.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  each  case  must  be  deter- 
mined according  to  its  own  peculiar  circunistances.  ( Vide  Hooper 
V.  Hooper y  19  Mo.  R.  355.  Bowers  v.  Bowers^  Ih.  861.  Shell  v. 
Shell,  2  Sneed's  R.  716.) 

In  some  states  there  are  other  causes  for  an  absolute  divorce  than 
those  already  mentioned,  and  sometimes  the  matter  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.  Thus,  in  Missouri,  the  pregnancy  of  the  wife 
before  marriage,  or  the  common  vagrancy  of  the  husband,  is  a 
cause  for  divorce.  {Gen.  Stat.  1865,  ch.  114,  §  1.)  In  North 
Carolina,  after  naming  two  causes,  the  statute  aads,  ^^  or  other  just 
cause  for  divorce,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court."  {Rev.  Code  of 
1865,  ch.  89,  §§  2,  8.  Vide  Scroggins  v.  ScrogginSy  3  J)ev.  R.  636.) 
And  in  Illinois  the  statute  enacts  that,  in  addition  to  the  causes 
specified,  courts  of  chancery  in  the  state  ^'  shall  have  full  power 
and  authority  to  hear  and  determine  all  causes  for  divorce  not  pro 
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Tdded  for  by  any  law  of  this  state."  (1  Gen.  Ski.^  1858, j»,  ISl, 
%  &  But  mdA  Vifnas  t.  Vignas.U  lU.  £.  120.)  la  the  State 
of  Maine  the  statate  provides  tl^t  ^^  a  divorce  from,  the  bonds  of 
matrimony  may  be  decreed  by  any  jastice  of  the  supr^ne  judicial 
court,  when,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  he  deeoiB  it 
reasonable  and  proper,  eonduoive  to  demestiQ  harmony,  and  con- 
sistent with,  the  peace  and  morality  of  society."  {Bev.  StaL  1857, 
ck,  60,  §  a.  And  vide  Anonymous^  27  Maine  JL  668«  Stoker  v. 
Sicker,  29  Hl  261.  SmaU  r.  JSmaU.  8t  ii. A9&.  Motley  t.  MoUey^ 
Ih.  490.)  These  eases  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  are  often  yjeiy 
embarrassing  and  difiicult ;  but  it  is  held  that  the  public  has  an 
interest  in  thi^n,  and  that  the  parties  cannot  be  their  own  judges, 
but  that  the  court  must  .decide  when  so  many  interests  are  involved. 
(  Vide  Inehup  v.  Inekup^  5  lewa  R^  204.)  * 

In  the  State  of  New  York  it  has  been  decided  that  the  supreme 
court  has  no  inherent  powW  to  dedare  a  marriage  contract  void, 
or  to  decree  a  limited  or  an  absolute  divorce.  Whatever  power  it 
possesses  is  given  by  statute;  and  it  can  exercise  no  power  on  the 
subject  of  divorce  except  what  is  expressly  specified  in  the  statute. 
Therefore,'  it  was  held,  that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  declare 
a  marriage  void  on  the  ground  tliat  a  decree  for  divorce  was 
obtained  against  the  defendant  by  her  former  husband  for  adultery, 
in  which  decree  she  wm  forbidden  to  mairy  again  imtil  her  said 
husband  should  be  dead,  and  that,  in  disobedience  of  this  provision, 
she  and  the  present  plaintiff  went  to  another  state  and  were  there 
married.  {Peugnet  v.  PhelpB,  7  Am.  Lcvm  Beg.  \N^  /SI]  124.  S.  C. 
48  J5^d. /;.  566.) 

§  681.  In  a  majority  o^  the  states  of  the  Union,  the  causes  for 
a  divorce  a  vinctUo  mairtmonii  are  quite  limited,  but  they  have 
in  addition  to  this  what  is  called  a  divorce  a  menaa  et  thoro  or 
*^  from  bed  and  board."  This  process  does  not  make  the  marriage 
void  ijib  initio,  nor  does  it  dissolve  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife.  It  simply  operates  to  separate  the  parties  and  in  most 
other  respects  the  marriage  relation  remains  intaei.  Yery  strong 
objections  have  been  urged  against  this  judicial  separation,  and  in 
several  of  the  states  the  distinction  between  divorces  a  menea  ei 
thoro  and  a  vificido  nuxtrimonii  is  no  longer  kept  up.  Such  is  die 
case  in  Vermont,  Connecticut,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Missouri,  Iowa, 
Minnesota,  Nebraska,  Nevada,  Oregon,  and  perhaps  in  some  others. 
While  in  New  York,  Massachusetts,  New  Jersey,  Michigan,  Ken* 
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titcky,  MisBissippiy  LouiBiftna,  North  Oarolina,  and  others,  divorces 
a  mensa  et  tharo  are  granted  for  the  usual  common  law  causes  and 
causes  specified  in  the  statute,  such  as  cruelty,  willful  desertion, 
refusal  to  provide  for  the  wife  and  the  like.  (  Vide  ths  ^taPu/tea  of 
the  several  states.) 

The  policy  of  these  limited  divorces  is  indeed  questionable. 
They  place  the  parties  ^'  in  the  undefined  and  dangerous  characters 
of  a  wife  without  a  husband  and  a  husband  without  a  wife,"  and 
^'in  a  situation  where  there  is  -an  irresistible  temptation  to  the 
commission  of  adultery,  unless  they  possess  more  firigidity  or  more 
virtue  than  tsually  falls  to  the  share  of  human  beings."  It  is  not 
necessary  to  dwell  upon  this  species  of  divorce  in  this  place,  as  the 
remarks  which  have  been  made  respecting  cruelty,  desertion  and 
the  other  causes  specified,  where  they  are  grounds  of  divorce  a 
innetdo  inatrimonii,  are  equally  applicable  to  the  subject  where 
they  are  grounds  of  divorce  simply  a  mensa  et  thoro. 


CHAPTER  XLHI. 

THB  AOmON  FOB  DIVOBCE— -THS  LAW  OF  DOMIOILi: — THE  DBPENBB  TO 
THB  AOnOK — OOimiVANCB — OONDOKATEON — BKCRIMTNATIOy — ^WIFS's 
ADVAHrCSS  PENBINa  SUIT. 

§  682.  Thb  proceeding  in  this  country  to  procure  a  divorce; 
either  a  mncvlo  matrimonii^  or  a  msnsa  et  tliorOy  is  by  process  in  a 
court  of  equity,  or,  in  those  states  where  law  and  equity  are  admin- 
istered by  the  same  tribunal,  by  the  usual  process  in  an  action  at 
law.  Where  the  action  is  instituted  by  the  husband  against  the 
wife,  the  process  is  similar  to  that  of  an  action  between  other  par- 
ties, except  that  the  wife  must  appear  and  defend  by  guardian ; 
and  if  the  action  is  brought  by  the  wife,  the  process  is  the  same  as 
in  other  cases,  except  tliat  the  plaintiff  prosecutes  by  proohien 
amij  or  by  guardian^  although  by  the  codes  of  practice  in  several 
of  the  states  the  wife  may  prosecute  or  defend  alone,  when  the 
action  is  for  a  divorce.  If  the  parties, are  minors,  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  there  must  be  a  prochein  ami^  or  guardian,  as  the  case 
may  be,  the  same  as  in  other  cases  where  the  parties  are  infants* 
(  Wood  V.  Wood,  2  Paige's  €h.  B.  108.    But  vide  Jones  v.  Jones^ 
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18  Maine  i?."308.)  In  no  case  can  a  divorce  be  allowed  except 
the  husband  and  wife  be  both  parties  to  the  action,  the  one,  as 
plaintiff  and  the  other  as  defendant,  and  in  some  of  the  states  it 
is  required  that  the  libellant  or  plaintiff  shall  sign  the  petition  or 
process  personally,  and  not  by  attorney.  (  Vide  PhUbrick  v.  Phil- 
Irick,  27  Vt.  B.  786.  Winslow  v.  WinsloWy  7  Mass.  R,  96.  G(nM 
V.  GouLd^  1  Mete.  B.  382.)  The  statute  of  Massachusetts  requires 
that  "every  libel  shall  be  signed  by  the  libellants,  if  of  sound 
mind  and  of  legal  age  to  consent  to  marriage ;  otherwise  it  may  be 
signed  by  hia  or  her  guardian,  or  by  any  person  admitted  by  the 
court  to  prosecute  the  same  as  next  friend  of  the  libellant."  {Gen. 
Stat.  eh.  107,  §  16.)  In  case  either  party  is  insane,  of  course  the 
insane  person  must  prosecute  or  defend  by  guardian,  prochein 
amiy  or  committee.  But,  as  a  general  thing,  the  practice,  in  case 
the  parties  are  infants,  insane  or  laboring  under  other  disability,  is 
regulated  by  statute,  and  therefore  the  local  statutes  of  the  state 
must  be  consulted  in  order  to  determine  the  rule.  It  is  obvious 
that  there  may  be  cases  where  a  divorce  should  be  procured,  even 
in  behalf  of  a  person  who  is  insane  at  the  time  of  the  decree,  or 
against  a  ^arty  who  is  in  like,  manner  insane,  and  provision  is 
made  for  the  action  in  such  cases.  (  Vide  Crump  v.  Morgan^  3 
Ired.  Eq.  R.  9.  Brown  v.  WeBibrooTc^  27  Ga.  B.  102.  CLemeni 
V.  Mattiaon^  3  Bieh.  B.  93.  Montgomery  v.  Montgomery ^  3  Barb. 
Ch.  B.  132.)  The  way  and  manner  of  obtaining  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  defendant  in  divorce  cases  is  the  same  as  in 
other  cases.  It  is  important  and  requisite  that  the  defendant  have 
notice  of  the  proceeding,  and  an  opportunity  to  defend  the  action, 
before  a  decree  passed  against  him ;  and,  as  a  general  rule,  if  the 
process  by  which  the  action  is  commenced  is  not  personally  served 
on  the  defendant,  the  divorce  would  be  irregular.  {BandaU  v, 
BandaUy  7  Mass.  B.  502.  Lahotiere  v.  Labotiere^  8  tb.  383. 
Schetder  v.  Schetder,  2  Mw.  Ch.  B.  584.  Phelps  v.  Phdps,  7 
Paige's  Ch.  B:  150.  Townsend  v.  Townsend,  21  III.  B.  540. 
Smith  V.  Smith,  20  Mo.  B.  166.  Welch  v.  Welch,  16  Ari.  R  5270 
It  will  not  be  sufficient  to  leave  the  process  at  the  usual  place  of 
abode  of  the  defendant,  the  defendant  being  absent  at  the  time. 
{BandaU  v.  BandaUy  supra.  And  vide  Smith  v.  Smith,  9  Ma89. 
B.  422.  Alexander  v.  Alexa/nder,  2  Swab,  dk  Tris.  B.  95.)  This  is 
the  general  rule  where  the  party  to  be  served  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court ;  but  where  the  defendant  is  absent  from  the 
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fttate  iu  which  the  actiQQ  is  brought,  provision  is  Qsnall j  ma^e  bj 
statute  for  a  substituted  service  of  the  process,  by  publieatiou.  or 
t^e  like.  In  all  these,  cases  the  provision  of  the  statute  must  be 
strictly  pursued.  {Smith  v.  Smithy  4  Greeners  [Iawa\  H.  266, 
Jenne  v.  Jmne^  7  Mom.  JS.  94.  Ditson  v.  JHUon^  4  R.  J.  R.  87, 
102, 103,    Kdi  J?acA^  V.  5a(jA«for,  1  Jjfaw.  J2.  256.) . 

§  iS83.  But  a  very  nice  question  is  often  presented  as  to  the 
extent  to  which  a  court  of  a  sister  state  may  bave.power  to  dissolve 
the  marriage  relation,  for  any  cause  not  arising  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  or  while  the  parties  were  dofniciled  within  that 
jurisdiction.  In  respect  to  this  it  has  been  laid  down  as  a  priooi- 
pie  of  general  law,  that  the  jurisdiction  over  ^atisqs  of  divorce 
depends,  primarily  at  least,  upon  the  domicile  of  the  parties  at  the 
time  Budb  alleged  cause  occurred ;  but  it  is  not  indispensable  that 
the  act  should,  in  all  cases,  have  occurred  within  the  local  jurisdicH 
tion ;  if  it  occur  elsewhere,  while  the  parties,  or  one  of  theih,  is 
temporarily  abroad,  it  will  be  referred  to  the  place  <of  the  fixed 
domicile  of  the  parties,  and  will  then  have  the  same  effect  as  if  com* 
mitted  within  that  jurisdiction.  iJDorsey  v.  Dorsey^  7  Watffs  R. 
849.  Brett  v.  Brett,  5  Met.  i?.  233.)  Judge  Story  snys :  "The 
doctrine  now  firmly  established  in  America  upon  the  subject  of 
divorce  is,  that  the  law  of  the  place  of  tiie  actaal  boM  fide  domicile 
of  the  parties  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  proper  courts  to  decree  a 
divorce  for  any  cause  allowed  by  the  local  law,  withput  any 
reference  to  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  original  marriage,  or  to  the 
place  where  the  offense  for  which  the  divorce  is  allowed  was  com* 
mitted."  (SU>r\f9  Cor^t  of  Zawa^  §  230.  Vide  also  Tolen  v. 
ToJsn,  2  Blackf.  R.  407.  Fellavoa  v.  Felhwe,  8  JfT.  IT.  R.  160, 
Furman  v.  Furman^  3  WeH.  Law  Jour.  475.  Maguire  v. 
Maguirey  7  Dcma^a  R.  181.  Harrison  v.  Ha/rrison,  19  Ala.  R., 
499.)  And  Hosack  observes  that  this  doctrine  "  seems  to  be  at 
once  tlie  most  equitable  in  itself,  and  to  afford  the  best  guaranty 
of  the  hana  fides  of  the  parties  in  seeking  a  judicial  dissolution  of 
the  marriage."  {Hosack^s  Cor^fUct  of  Laws,  286.)  .  This  seems  to 
be  the  rale  in  England.  "  A  suit  to  dissolve  the  tie  of  marriage 
ought  to  be  entertained  only  by  the  courts  of  the  country  in  which 
the  parties  whose  marriage  is  to  be  dissolved  are  hona  fide  domi* 
ciled  according  tq  the  well  known  law  by  which  the  succession  to 
movable  estate  is  regulated  in  cases  of  intestacy,''  {FroMr^s 
Cof^fUot  of  Lams  in  cases  of  Divorce^  10,) 
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In  sereral  of  the  American  States,  Btatntes  exist  giving  the  conrta, 
in  express  terms,  jurisdiction  to  grant  divorce  for  causes  accruing 
out  of  the  state,  and  while  both  parties  were  domiciled  in  another 
state;  but  as  a  general  rule  the  courts  have  iio  jurisdiction  over  a 
divorce  case,  regardless  of  the  place  where  the  cause  accrued, 
except  one  of  the  parties  at  least,  has  an  actual  and  hona  fide 
residence  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  such  courts ;  it  is 
sufficient,  however,  if  one  of  the  parties  is  domiciled  in  the  state 
whore  the  proceedings  are  instituted.  It  may  also  be  laid  down 
as  a  general  rule  that  the  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  grant 
divorces  for  causes  accruing  out  of  the  state,  when  such  causes 
would  not  afford  just  ground  for  dissolving  the  marriage  relation, 
if  they  had  accrued  within  the  state.  Undoubtedly  a  state  might 
allow  its  courts  to  grant  such  divorces  to  persons  domiciled  there, 
but  they  would  have  no  effect  in  any  other  forum,  than  in  that  in 
which  they  were  granted.  The  subject-matter  of  a  divorce  suit  is 
the  act  which  constitutes  the  cause  of  action,  and  that  must  be  a 
breach  of  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  parties  are  domiciled  at 
the  time  it  occurs ;  or  it  must  be  an  act  which  is  a  cause  for  a 
divorce  in  the  state  where  the  plaintiff  resides  at  the  time  of  the 
suit.  For  instance,  cruelty  or  desertion  is  made  ground  of  divorce 
a  vinculo  in  several  of  the  states,  but  the  divorce  will  not  be 
granted  in  any  state  where  such  act  is  not  a  ground  of  such  divorce, 
though  the  cause  of  action  may  have  accrued  in  a  state  "where  it 
was  ground  for  divorce.  But  if  the  action  is  brought  in  a  state 
where  the  act  is  ground  of  divorce,  it  will  be  granted^  though  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  a  state  where  it  was  not  a  ground  of 
divorce.  Mr.  Bisliop  says  this  is  the  universal  doctrine,  and  that 
it  prevails  alike  in  the  English,  Scotch  and  American  courts.  (3 
Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Dimirce^  §  171,  referring  to  1  Burge  OoL 
A  Far.  Laws,  680.  1  Frae.  Dom,  Rd,  658.  Ihmtze  v.  LeveU^ 
Ferg.  R.  68.  3  Eng.  Eg.  R.  360,  879.  Harding  v.  Alden,  9 
Oreenl  R.  140.  aarh  v.  Clark,  %  N.  H.  R.  21.  Harteau  t. 
Harteau,  14  Pick.  R.  181.  Thompson  v.  The  State,  28  Ala.  R. 
12.  Hanherry  v.  Havberry,  29  iJ.  719.  Raidiff  v.  Ratdiff,  1 
Swab,  <6  Trie.  R.  467,  470.    Brodie  v.  Brodie,  2  ib.  259.) 

§  684.  But  exception  has  been  taken  to  the  doctrine  of  the  last 
section  that  the  place  where  the  offense  was  coiamitted  is  imma* 
terial.  Mr.  Bishop  thinks  there  is  no  conflict  of  authority  upon 
the  point,  but  Judge  Bedfield,  one  of  the  learned  editors  of  tbe 
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American  Law  Begister  (new  serieB),  in  a  very  able  article,  pub- 
lished in  that  periodical  under  the  head  of  '^Conflict  of  Laws 
affecting  Marriage  and  Divorce,"  sajs :  ^^  The  validity  of  wills,  and 
the  rales  of  divorce,  so  far  as  personalty  is  concerned,  depend 
upon  the  domicile  of  the  decedent  at  the  time  of  the  decease ;  and 
the  courts  of  the  place  of  domicile  have  the  exclusive  jurisdiction 
to  determine  what  the  law  is  upon  these  points,  and  the  decision  of 
any  other  court,  not  having  the  jnroper  jurisdiction  in  these  ques- 
tions, is  of  no  validity.  This  has  too  often  been  decided,  and 
there  is  too  little  question  upon  the  point  to  justify  the  citation  of 
authorities  in  regard  to  probate  proceedings.  And  the  course 
of  decision  is  equally  uniform  in  regard  to  decrees  of  divorce. 
The  cause  of  action  is  entirely  local,  depending  upon  the  violation 
of  the  law  of  the  place  of  domicile  at  the  time,  and  can  only  be 
enforced  in  that  forum  and  under  that  law,  the  same  as  any  other 
corrective  penal  consequence. 

*'  We  may  therefore  conclude,  we  think,  that  when  any  court 
attempts  to  take  cognizance  of  an  action  for  divorce,  based  upon 
facts  accruing  while  the  parties  were  domiciled  without  the 
forum,  they  are  acting  wholly  without  jurisdiction.  Such  acts 
could  not  be  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  any  state  where  the  parties 
were  not  domiciled.  For,  if  they  could  be  so  viewed,  they  might 
equally  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  aU  other  etatea, 
and  there  would  be  no  security.  An  act  which,  according  to  the 
law  of  the  place  of  domicile,  was  indifferent,  or  to  which  no  penal 
consequences  attached  at  the  time  of  perpetration,  if  it  could  be 
treated  as  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  all  foreign  states,  or  of  the  con-. 
tract  of  marriage,  and  of  its  duties  and  obligations,  as  construed, 
measured  or  defined  by  the  laws  of  all  other  states,  might  become 
the  instrument  of  forfeiting  the  most  important  and  vital  interests 
pertaining  to  social  life.  The  absurdity  of  such  a  construction  is 
too  glaring  to  require  illustration.  To  be  consistent,  foreign  courts, 
if  they  assume  to  take  jurisdiction  of  causes  of  divorce,  accihiing 
while  the  parties  were  domiciled  abroad,  ought  to  judge  the  matter 
according  to  the  law  by  which  the  parties  were  governed  at  the 
time  of  the  commission  of  the  acts.  *  *  *  Ko  court,  in  any 
civilized  country,  would  presume  to  determine  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  in  relation  to  torts  or  breaches  of  contract,  by  a  law  to 
which  they  owed  no  allegiance,  and  to  which  they  had  no  refer- 
ence, even  in  intent,  at  the  time  the  facts  occurred.    And  it  would 
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be  an  eqaal  violation  of  principle  to  apply  any  different-  rnle  to 
causes  of  divorce  from  wliat  is  of  universal  application  to  all  transi- 
tory causes  of  action,  when  a  cause  of  divorce  is  attempted  to  be 
determined  in  another  forum,*'  (3  Am.  Lom  Reg.  \N.  /SI]  207, 
208,309.) 

The  reasoning  of  Judge  Bedfield  is  certainly  sound,  and  »  in 
strict  accordance  with  the  decisions  of  England  »)d  most  of  the 
American  States;  the  contrary  doctrine  has  only  been  held  in  an 
occasional  state.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  regarded  as  the  general  rnle, 
having  its  exceptions  in  few  stat^,  that  one  state  will  not  attempt 
to  enforce  the  laws  of  another  in  r^ard  to  the  grounds  of  granting 
divorces  a  virumlo ;  nor  will  one  state  attempt  to  grant  divorces 
of  that  character,  for  causes  accruing  while  the  parties  were  domi* 
died  in  another.  {McDermotffs  appeal^  8  Watts  db  Serg.  H.  351. 
Ed^a^ds  V.  Oreen^  8  La:  An.  E.  317.  Hc^re  v.  Hc^e^  10  Texag 
B.  355,  357.) 

§  686,  With  very  few  exceptions,  the  courts  of  no  state  will 
grant  a  divorce  in  favor  of  a  party  who  is  not  at  the  time  a  honi^ 
fide  reiddent  of  the  state ;  and  in  most  of  the  states  the  statute 
requires  that  the  complainant  shall  be  a  resident  of  the  state  a  oer- 
tain  specified  length  of  time  before  the  courts  can  take  cognizance 
of  his  case.  Thus,  in  Connecticut,  the  petitioner  must  have 
steadily  resided  in  the  state  three  years  next  before  the  date  of  the 
petition.  (  Vide  SawteUe  v.  Sawtelle^  17  Conn.  R.  284.)  In  Iowa, 
the  petitioner  must  have  been  for  the'last  six  months  prior  to  pre- 
senting his  petition  a  resident  of  the  state,  or  he  can  take  nothing 
by  his  petition;  and  the  residence  must  be  intended  as  a  perma- 
nent one,  and  not  merely  a  temporary  sojourn  for  six;'  months. 
{Hinde  v.  Hinds.  1  Iowa  R.  36,  49.)  In  Illinois,  no  person  is 
entitled  to  a  divorce  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  who  has 
not  resided  in  the  state  one  whole  year  previous  to  filing  his  or  her 
bill  or  petition,  unless  the  offense  t)r  injury  complained  of  was 
committed  within  the  state,  or  while  one  or  both  of  the  parties 
resided  in  the  state.  (  Vide  Ashbaugh  v.  Ashbaughy  17  III.  R.  476.) 
In  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  no  person  is  entitled  to  a  divorce 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony  who  iB  not  a  citizen  of  the  state,  and . 
who  shall  not  have  resided  therein  at  least  one  whole  year  previous 
to  the  filing  of  his  or  her  petition  or  libel.  In  Kentucky,  suits  for 
divorce  must.be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  wife  usually 
resides,  if  she  has  a  residence  in  the  state ;  if  not,  then  in  the 
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coxmty  of  the  husband's  residence ;  and  no  such  snit  can  be  brought 
by  one  who  has  noVbe^n  a  continnal  resident  of 'the  state  fw  a 
year  next  before  its  institution.  (2  H&v.  Stat.  p.  17,  art.  3^  §  4.) 
In  Tennessee  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  '^  no  person  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  by  virtue  of 
this  act,  who  is  not.  a  citii^n  of  this  state,  and  who  has  not  resided 
therein  at  least  one  whole  year  previous  to  filing  his  or  her  petition*" 
(  Vide  Person  Vi  Pereon,  6  Humph.  JR.  148.  Fiekle  v.  Fickle^  6 
Yerg.  H,  203.)  And  without  occupying  space  with  this  matter^ 
it  may  be  affirmed  that  in  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  remaining  states, 
the  plaintiff  must  be  an  actual  and  bona  fide  resident  of  the  state, 
and  must  have  been  such  resident  for  a  specified  time  before  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  in  order  to  obtain  a  sentence  of  divorce. 

As  a  general  rule  the  practice  is  the  same  in  actions  for  a  divorce 
a  mensa  et  thoro  as  in  those  for  the  divorce  a  vinculo  7nairimoniiy 
and  all  of  the  principles  governing  the  proceedings  and  the  parties 
are  similar  in  both  cases ;  so  nearly  so,  at  all  events,  as  to  render 
it  unnecessary  to  point  out  in  this  place  the  slight  difEerence  which 
may  exist  in  some  localities.  What  has  been  said  therefore  in 
respect  to  the  divorce  a  mncido  may  be  generally  and  in  most  par- 
ticulars aj^lied  in  cas^  the  proceeding  is  for  a  divorce  a  mensa  U 
ihoro. 

§  686.  The  pleadings,  practice  and  evidence  in  a  divorce  suit, 
are  in  some  respects  peculiar,  and  much  may  be  said  upon  the  sub- 
ject, but  it  is  not  consistent  with  the  objects  of  this  treatise  to 
enter  upon  the  discussion  here;  generally  the 'process  and  proceed^ 
ings  in  divorce  cases  are  the  same  as  those  in  other  cases  on  the 
equity  side  of  the  court  There  is  this  peculiarity,  however,  which 
may  be  noted  in  a  word,  that  the  decree  will  never  be  granted 
except  upon  evidence ;  and  never  upon  the  admissions  of  tbe  party« 
Although  the  suit  may  go  by  default,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  his 
or  her  case.  The  defenses,  however,  which  may  be  set  up  in  bar 
of  a  divorce,  should  be  briefiy  stated.  One  defense  which  is 
available  in  all  divorce  causes  is  the  connivance  or  corrupt  consent 
of  the  complainant  to  the  offense  charged  upon  the  party  accused. 
JLn  such  a  case,  ^Hhe  rule  of  law  comes  in  tha^t  volenti  non  fit 
injuria^  no  injury  has  been  done,  and  therefore  theise  is  nothing 
to  redress."  {Foreter  v.  Forster,  1  Hag.  Con.  JS.  144.)  What  is 
sufficient  proof  of  connivance  or  collusion  to  bar  the  divorce  is 
sometimes  attended  with  difficulty,,  because  the  intent  of  the  party 
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enters  largely  into  tiie  subject  ^^  Different  men  hove  different 
degrees  of  judgment,  and  jndge  differently,  nor  are  we  to  judge 
bj  the  event.  A  court  of  justice  must  look  quo  ammo  the  step  is 
taken.''  (Hoar  v.  JBbar^  8  JBoff.  JSe.  R.  137.  Mooraom  v.  MooT' 
eorrij  li.  87.  Turton  v.  Turton^  Ih.  388.)  Lord  Stowell  remarked : 
^^  It  is  true,  a  husband  is  not  barred  by  a  mere  permiasion  of  oppor- 
tunity for  adultery,  nor  is  it  every  degree  of  inattention  on  his 
part  which  will  deprive  him  of  relief;  but  it  is  one  thing  to  permit 
and  another  to  invite ;  he  is  perfectly  at  liberty  to  let  the  licen- 
tiousness of  the  wife  take  its  full  scope ;  but  that  he  is  to  ocmtriTe 
the  meeting,  that  he  is  to  invite  the  adulterer,  then  to  decamp  and 
give  him  the  opportunity,  I  do  think  amounts  to  legal  prostitution." 
{Timminga  v.  Timminge^  3  Hag,  Eo.  R.  76.  And  vide  PhUUpi^ 
y.  PTiiUipB^  1  Rob.  R.  144.)  And  Dr.  Lushington  said  that  the 
court  could  conceive  of  a  case  that  might  ^^  arise  of  such  willAil 
n^lect  or  rather  exposure,  as  might,  without  p/oving  actual  con- 
nivance, possibly  bar  the  husband  of  all  remedy  by  a  divoroe. 
A  husband  might  introduce  his  wife  to  society  so  abandoned,  and 
expose  her  to  risks  so  great,  as  to  render  a  deviation  from  the  paths 
of  chastity  the  most  probable  if  not  the  necessary  consequence. 
Under  such  circumstances  perhaps  the  coiut  would  not  wait  for 
proof  of  actual  connivance  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  but  would 
hold  him  to  the  consequences  of  his  own  conduct,  where  the  adul- 
terous connection  arose  from  the  society  and  temptations  to  which 
he  had  introduced  his  wife."  {Ha/rris  v.  Harris^  2  Hag.  Eg.  R. 
876.)  It  is  doubtful  whether  any  mere  negligence  or  oardeesMm 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  safficient  to  bar  the  divorce, 
unless  it  was  of  snch  a  nature  as  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  it 
was  intended  to  effect  the  result.  Connivance  is  £rom  the  Latin 
conniveOy  literally  to  wink,  to  close  the  eyes  upon  a  fault,  or  to  for 
bear  to  see  it,  to  wink  at  it ;  but  generally  there  must  be  some  overt 
act  of  the  party,  at  least  an  intent  to  effect  the  result ;  connivanoB 
of  this  character  destroys  all  claim  to  remedy  by  way  of  divorce, 
on  the  obvioas  principle  that  no  man  has  a  right  to  relief  from  a 
court  for  an  injury  which  he  was  chiefly  instrumental  in  effecting 
himsel£  A  man  must  come  with  pure  hands  himself  in  this, 
respect,  before  he  can  expect  duo  purity  on  the  part  of  his  wifii, 
and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  wife.  The  petition  for  divoroe 
will  always  be  dismissed  when  it  appears^  that  the  offense  com- 
plained of  was  procuired  through  the  positive,  intentional  instm* 
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mentality  of  the  complainant  {Myera  v.  MyerSy  41  Barb.  H.  114, 
120.  Timminga  v.  TimmingSy  3  Hug.  jEj.  jB.  76.)  Sometimes 
this  is  provided  by  the  statute,  and  the  divorce  is  denied  unless 
it  appears  that  the  act  charged  w«u»  ^^  committed  without  the  con- 
sen  t,  connivance,  privity  or  procurement  of  the  plaintiff,"  and 
this  is  what  "is  usually  understood  by  connivance  which  is  a  bar 
to  the  action  of  divorce. 

§  687.  Another  defense  jto  the  action  for  a  divorce  is  what  is 
called  condouatiofi  or  the  forgiveness  of  the  offense  charged  as  the 
cause  for  the  divorce.  The  connivance  of  the  party  is  a  bar, 
because  no  injury  has  been  sustained  by  him ;  and  condonation  is 
a  bar,  because  the  injury  is  forgiven. 

The  definition,  as  given  by  the  decisions,  is  '^a  blotting  out  of 
the  offense  imputed,  so  as  to  restore  the  offending  party  \X>  the 
same  position  he  or  she  occupied  before  the  offense  was  commit- 
ted ; "  and  Lord  ^Chancellor  Chelmsford,  while  assenting  to  the 
correctness  of  the  definition,  said':  ^'  I  think  that  the  forgiveness 
which  is  to  take  away  the  husband's  right  to  a  divorce  must 
not  fall  ^hort  of  reconciliation,  and  that  this  must  be  shown  by 
the  re-instatement  of  the  wifb  in  her  fbrmer  .position,  which  ren 
ders  proof  of  conjugal  cohabitation  or  the  restitution  of  conjugal 
rights  necessary."  {Keats  v.  KeaU^  1  Swab,  dk  Trie.  JS.  834,  346, 
867.    And  vide  Hatdif  v.  Hatdif,  lb.  467,  478.) 

Mr.  Bishop  gives  the  definition  thus:  ^^Condonation  is  the 
remission  of  a  matrimonial  offense  known  to  the  remitting  party 
to  have  been  committed  by  the  other,  on  the  condition  subsequent 
that  ever  afterward  the  party  remitting  shall  be  treated  by  the 
other  with  conjagal  kindness."  (2  JSiah.  on  Mar.  and  Div*  §  34.) 
But,  without  seeking  for  any  hypercritical  meaning  of  the  word,  it 
is  enough  to  say  that  condonation  is  the  full  and  free  foi^iveness 
of  the  offense  which  is  the  ground  of  the  application  for  a  divorce : 
and,  of  course,  there  can  be  no  condonation,  unless  there  is  an 
offense,  nor  unless  the  party  has  knowledge  that  the  offense  has 
been  committed. 

Condonation  may  be  expressed,  or  it  may  be  presumed  from  the 
conduct  of  the  parties.  There  may  be  positive  evidence  of  the 
reconciliation  of  the  parties ;  or  the  forgiveness  of  the  offense  by 
the  party  injured  may  be  implied  by  the  cohabitation  of  the  par- 
ties, with  a  full  kno^vled2:e  of  the  facts  by  the  party  aggrieved. 
Condonation  is  usually  established  by  proof  of  cohabitation ;  and. 
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where  a  man  and  wife  live  together  in  the  same  honae,  the  pre* 
amhption  is  that  the j  were  on  terms  of  matrimonial  cohalntation. 
{Bedpe  y.  Beebe^  1  Hag.  Eh.  R.  789, 796.)  Bat,  althongh  oondona- 
tion  may  be  inferred  from  cohabitation,  the  preenmption  maj  be 
rebutted  by  pr6of  of  the  accompanying  circumstances,  prodded 
they  are  snch  as  shall  prove  that,  notwithstanding  the'  partiea^weD 
in  the  same  house,  they  do  not  cohabit  as  husband  and  wilix 
(Wki9peU  ▼.  WhiepM,  4  Bwrb.  B.  217.) 

Chief  Jtistice  Parsons  said:  ^ The  tme  import  of  the  mle^  in 
my-  o^iofion,  is,  that  the  dohabitation  of  the  husband,  after  the  oom- 
mission  of  the  offense,  and  after  he  hdieveSy  on  probable  eyide&oa^ 
the  guilt  of  his  wife,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  remission.  For 
he  cannot  be  considered  as  having  impliedly  forgiven  a  crime 
which  he  does  not*  believe  to  have  been  committed.  And  without 
thkt  belief  he  cannot  have  knowledge  of  the  <»!ime;  ibr  he  may 
h4ve  received  the  information  without  giving  it  .credit"  {AnM^ 
mous^  6  Mass.  B.  147,  148.)  It  is  often  a  difficult  question  to 
determine  whether  the  cohabitation  is  after  a  knowledge  of  tiie 
ofS^tse.  Saiii  Lord  Stowell :  ^^  A  husband  has  suspicions ;  he  has 
soiAe  intimations ;  he  has  enough  to  convince  his  own  mind,  but 
not  enough  to  institute  a  legal  case.  In  that  distressing  interval, 
his  conduct  XB*  nice ;  wd  it  is  difficult  to  refrain  from  c<^abitation, 
as  the  means  of  discovery  would  be  frustrated ;  and,. if  he  contiBaeB 
eohabitiition,  it  then  becomes  liable  to  that  species  of  imputation 
which  lias  passed  to  the  disadvantage  of  this  gentleman."  (Eho^ 
V;  Ehdes^  1  Hag.  Cm,  B.  269,  392.)  It  is  requisite  that  the  com- 
j^ainant  be  not  only  morally  siitisfied  of  the  guilt  of  his  spouse, 
but  that  he  should  have  such  a  knowledge  of  the  fact  as  to '  justify 
him  in  s^king  legal  redress,  before  his  cohabitation  can  be  snch 
evidence  of  condonation  as  to  bar  his  divorce.  Eispedally  is 
this  the  rule,  when  the  ^mf^  is  the  complainant ;  and  it  has  been 
held  that  her  cohabitation  with  her  husband  after  his  private  con- 
fession to  her  of  an  act  of  adultery,  but  which  she  had  no  means 
of  proving,  so  as  to  justify  her  in  leaving  his  bed  and  board,  and  to 
protisct  her  friends  wlio  might  receive  and  harbor  her  against  his 
will,  is  not  such  a  condonation  of  the  offense  as  wfll  bar  hte  suit 
for  a  divorce,  upon  a  subsequent  discovery  of  the  means  of  estab* 
lishing  his  guilt.  {Rofmi/re  v.  Hofmire^  7  Poig^9  Ch.*  B.  Wl 
And  vide  D^AqiUIar  v.  lyAqmLar^  1  Haggar^$  JEedesiatUcei 
Jr.  778.) 
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But  that  a  eondonatioB  of  the  ofienee  by  the  reoonoiliation  of 
the  parties^  or 'a  Bubseqaent  cohabitation  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  the  fiiots  by  the  injured  party,  is  a  bar  to  a  divorce,  id  reoogs- 
maed  by  the  lawBof  most  civilized  countries.  {JohnsOfiv.Jdhn;- 
$on^  4  Paige's  Oh.  B.  460,  469.  Burr  v.  j»w*-,  10  ib.  20.  Jfor- 
tin  r.  JUaHwy  15  JV.  B.  JB.  169, 160.  Wriffht  v.  Wrigkt^  3  limi 
jS.  168,  187.  However,  condonation  is  but  a  conditional  foi^ive- 
nese,  and  a  repetition  of  the  offense  r^vivi^  the  condoned  act;  and 
in  England  it  has  be^i  held  thu^t  *to  revive  a  condoned  adultery,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  ntiw  injui'y  should  be  of  the  same  nature ; 
bnt  that  cmelty,  desertion,  or  other  impropeT  conduct  of  the  hus^ 
band  toward  hdswife,  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  {Ditrant  v, 
JDurcMtj  1  Mag.  Eg.  R.  745.)  But  in  tiiiis  cauiitry  the!  principle  of 
revivid  of  the  condoned  offense,  is  only  applied  upon  the  commis* 
sion  of  a  new  (^ehse  of  the  like  nature,  which  would  of  itself 
entitle  the  injured  p^y  to  a  divorce.  {Johnson  v.  Johnson^  9Upra. 
Bid  mde  8.  G.  14  Wmd\  R.  6$7.  SmUh  v.  Bmiik,  7  Puig^a  Ch. 
R.  434.     Whispeli  v.  WhispeU^A  Barb.R.  217.) 

§  688.  The  last  general  defense  to  an  action  for  a  divorce  to  be 
noticed  is  that  of  recrimmation  ;  that  is,  the  guilt  of  thd  complain- 
ant of  the  same  offense  charged  upon  the  defendant  as  the  ground 
of  divorcie.  The  plaintiff,  in^this  respect, 'must  come  into  court 
with  clean  h^nds.  This  doctrine,  said  Lord  Sto  well,  has  its  founda* 
tion  in  reason  and  propriety.  It  would  be  hard  if  a  man  could 
complain  of  the  breach  of  a  contract  which  he  has  violated ;  if 
he  could  complain  of  an  injury,  when  he  is  open  to  a  charge  of 
the  same  nature.  It  is  not  unfit,  if  he  who  is  the  guardian  of  th6 
purity  of  his  own  house  has  converted  it  into  a  brothel,  that  he 
shotld  not  be  allowed  to  complain  of  the  pollution  which  he  him- 
self has  introduced ;  If  he,  who  has  first  violated  his  marriage  vow, 
shouM  be  barred  of  his  remedy,  the  parties  may  live  together,  and 
find  sources  of  mutual  forgiveness  in  the  humiliation  of  mutual 
guilt  I  {Bse^  V.  Beebe^  1  Bag.  Eo.  R.  789,  790.  And  vide  Mattox 
V.  MattosOj  2  Ohio  B.  283.)  And  Chancellor  Walworth  declared 
that  if  both  parties  are  guilty,  neither  has  any  claim  to  relief;  and 
they  are  in  that  case  suitable  and  fit  companions  for  each  other. 
(  Wood  V.  Wood,  2  Paige's  R.  108,  111.) 

Thete.is  a  variety  of  opinion  and  of  practice  as  to  whether  a 
divorce  should  be  barred  by  proof  that  the  complainant  is  guilty 
of  an  offense  which  is  made  ground  of  divorce,  but  different  from 
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the  offense  charged  againfit  the  defendant.  On  this  question  Lord 
8towell  said:  ''It  is  certain  that  the  wife  has  a  right  to  say  'yon 
shall  not  have  a  sentence  against'  me  for  adultery  if  you  are  goilty 
of  the  same  offense  yourself.'  The  received  doctrine  of  compenMr 
tion  would  haye  this  effect,  because  both  parties  are  in  eodem 
deUato;  but  this  is  not  so  in  recrimination  of  cruelty ;  the  delictam 
is  not  of  the  same  kind.  If  the  wife  was  the  prior  peten^,  in  a  suit 
of  cruelty,  I  do  not  know  that  she  would  be  barred  by  a  recrimina- 
tion of  that  species,  for  the  consideration  would  be  very  different ; 
the  court  might  not  oblige  her  to  cohabitation  which  would  be 
dangerous.  Here  the  husband  is  a  prior  petens  in  a  suit  of 
adultery,  and  I  take  the  general  doctrine  to  be  that  a  wife  cannot 
plead  cruelty  as  a  bar  to  divorce  for  her  violation  of  the  marriage 
bed."  {Uhambers  v.  Chambers^  1  Hag.  Gen,  R.  439.  And  vid$ 
CockBeAge  v.  Coekaedgey  1  Roberi9or!%  R.  90,  92.)  In  most  of  the 
states^  if  not  all,  this  matter  is  r^ulated  by  statute.  Sometimes  it 
is  provided  that  when  both  parties  are  guilty  of  the  same  offense 
neither  shall  be  entitled  to  a  divorce,*  and  sometimes  the  provision 
is  such- that,,  where  several  off^ses  are  equally  ground  of  divorce, 
one  offense  may  be  set  up  in  bar  of  a  suit  predicated  upon  another. 
Thus,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  adultery  is  gn»und  of  a  divorce 
a  vinculo^  and  the  statute  provides  that  the  divorce  may  be  denied 
if  it  be  proved  that  the  complainant  has  also  been  guilty  of 
adultery,  under  such  circumstances  as  would  have  entitled  the 
defendant,  if  innocent,  to  a  divorce.  (2  Rev,  Stat,  part  2,  cA.  8,  tiL 
8,  §  42.  2  Stat,  at  Large^  151.)  In  case  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treat- 
ment by  the  husband  of  his  wife,  abandonment  of  the  wife  by  the 
husband,  or  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  husband  toward  his 
wife  as  may  render  it  unsafe  and  improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with 
him,  entitles  the  wife  to  a  decree  of  separation ;  and  the  statute 
provides  that  the  defendant  mayl>e  permitted  to  prove,  in  his  jus- 
tification, the  ill-condnct  of  the  complainant ;  and,  on  establishing 
such  defense  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  the  bill  shall  be  dis* 
missed.  (2  Reo.  Stat,  paH  2,  ch.  8,  tit.  3,  §  63.  2  Stat,  at  Zarge^ 
153.)  Here,  in  case  the  action  is  for  an  absolute  divorce,  the 
defendant  can  only  recriminate  by  chai^ng  the  same  offense  which 
is  the  subject  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  while  in  case  the  appli- 
cation is  for  a  divorce  a  menaa  et  thoro  the  defendant  may  recrim- 
inate the  complainant  by  charging  any  ill-conduct  on  her  part  in  bar 
of  her  suit. 
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In  California  it  has  been  judicially  declared  that  "the  statute 
has  specified  certain  acts  or  conduct  which  shall  constitute  grounds 
of  divorce,  and  so  far  as  the  matrimonial  contract  is  concerned,  the 
courts  cannot  distinguish  between  them,  whatever  difference  there 
may  be  in  a  moral  point  of  view.  The  several  offenses  must, 
therefore,  be  held  equally  pleadable  in  bar  to  the  suit  for  divorce, 
the  one  to  the  other,  within  the  principle  of  the  doctrine  of  recrimi- 
nation." {Conant  v.  Conant^  10  Col.  B.  249,  256.)  And  the  same 
doctrine  has  beeif  enunciated  in  the  State  of  Missouri.  {If eagle  v. 
If  eagle ^  12  Mo.  R.  53.  Dunoon  r.  Duncan^  Ih.  157.  And  vide 
Harper  v.  Harper^  29  i&.  801.)  In  some  states  the  application  for 
a  divorce  by  the  husband  will  be  denied,  though  he  prove  the  wife 
guilty,  if  it  appear  that  he  had  deserted  her  or  been  guilty  of  otber 
offenses  which  might  not  technically  entitle  her  to  a  divorce  a  mn- 
cvHo  if  she  were  herself  innocent ;  and  in  North  Carolina  a  divorce 
to  the  wife  was  denied  on  the  ground  solely  that  she  had  left;  her 
husband  and  refused  to  live  with  him  before  he  committed  the 
adultery  for  which  she  sought  her  divorce,  {Foy  v.  Foy^  13  Ired, 
a.  90.  And  vide  Whittmgton  v.  WhdttmgUm^  2  D&o.  dk  Batt.  B. 
64.)  And  in  the  State  of  New  York  it  was  declared  in  one  case 
that  an  absolute  divorce  should  never  be  granted  "  except  when 
tlie  complaining  party  is  entirely  innocent,  and  is  really  aggrieved 
by  the  misconduct  of  the  other,  and  seeks  the  relief  which  the  law 
affords  from  a  sincere  desire  to  avoid  a.  greater  shame."  {Hwnka 
V.  J^anks^  3  Edward! a  Ck.  B.  468.  And  vide  Ohriatia/nberry  v. 
Ohristianherry^  3  Blackf.  R.  202.    Byan  v.  Bycm^  9  Mo.  B.  639.) 

§  689.  It  has  sometimes  been  decided  that  where  the  defendant 
recriminates  the  complainant  as  a  bar  to  the  action,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  defense  to  prove  the  recriminating  charge  by  as  strong 
evidence  as  would  be  requisite  to  convict  the  party  on  a  direct 
proceeding  for  a  divorce.  {Forater  v.  Foreter^  1  Bag.  Con.  B. 
144.  AsU&tj  V.  Aeilei/y  1  Bag.  Eg.  B.  714.)  But  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  good  reason  for  the  distinction.  It  is  true  the 
plaintiff  in  a  divorce  case  should  come  into  court  with  clean  hands, 
and  be  able  to  purge  his  own  conduct  of  all  reasonable  imputation 
of  guilt;  still,  ev^ry  person  is  preettmed  to  be  innocent  of  a 
criminal  charge  until  he  is  proved  guilty ;  and  therefore  he  does 
stand  in  court  with  clean  hands,  and  free  from  the  imputation  of 
guilt  until  the  proof  establishes  to  the  contrary.  There  certainly 
should  be  no  presumptiotis  indulged  in  against  the  complainant, 
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because  the  defendant  is  «hown  to  be  guilty  of  an  offense  wbidi  is 
the  ground  of  divorce.  In  the  first  place^  the  omis  proband^  is  on 
the  pJaintiff  to  establish  the  gnilt  of  the  defendant,  bat  when  this 
is  established,  the  burden  of  proof  shifts;  and  if \the  de&Ddant 
seeks  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  remedy  by  impnting  a  charge 
of  criminality  on  his  part,  the  chai^ge  should  be  made  gopd  by 
evidence  which  admits  of  no  reasonable  doubt.  This  would  seem 
to  be  the  reasonable  view,  and  it  is  in  accordanoe  with  the  better 
authority.  {Vide  Slone  v.  iSHone^  Z  NoUl^  Om.  278.  Ooodall  r. 
Goodally  2  Zee's  B.  884.  Tv^rUm  v.  Tvrtm,^  Hdtg,  Ec.  H.  338, 
850.  &pwith  V.  iSopwiA^  2  &0ab.  ^  Trie.  R.  160,  164,)  In  the 
last  case  cited,  the  judge  ordinary  remarked :  ^^  It  is  certainly  a 
startling  proposition  that,  if  an  isaue  be  joiiied  as  to  the  eame 
identical  fact^  a  different  amount  of  evidence  is  necessaiy  to  sus- 
tain the  issue  according  as  the  averment  of  that  iact  is  made  by 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant." 

§  690.  It  hafl  also  sometimes  been  questioned  whether  a  con- 
doned offense  n^ay  be  pleaded  as  a  defense  by  way  of  recrimina- 
tion. Upon  this  subject,  Lord  Stowell  remarked :  ^'  A  man,  it  is 
true,  who  has  forgiven  adidtery,  cannot  bring  a  suit;  but,  where 
he  complains  of  his  wife,  will  her  foi^veness.of  bis  previous  misoon^ 
duct  make  him  a  proper  person  to  .  receive  the  sentence  of  the 
court  f  Does  her  act  bind,  the  court  i  If  both  are  equally  guil^, 
will  her  condonation  make  him  reotnie  in  curia^  and  enable  him 
to  procure  a  sentence?  There  may  be  cases  where  a  wife  may, 
by  forgiveness,  by  cohabitation,  by  the  reformation  of  die  husband^ 
be  so  barred  that  aa  obsolete  &ot  shall  not  be  a  defense.  *  «  • 
It  is  saidy  that  condonation  is  favored  because  it  induces  the 
parties  to  live  toother  again;  but  here  the  effect. would  be  to 
s^Nurate  them,  to  shut  the  door  more  completely  against  a  return ; 
here,  if  the  court  does  not  pronounoe  a  s^itence  of  separation,  is 
no  impossibility  of  a  return."  {Be^  v.  Be^^  1  Hag>.  JS6.  R.  789, 
797.)  But  Dr.  Lushifigton,  in  a  subsequent  case,  said:  ^'  When 
a  condonation  has  tak^i  place,  wil^  a  fbll  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
it  is  said  to  be  a  -conditional  forgiveness.  Conditional  on  what  t 
Oh  the  future  conduct  of  the  husband  t  Suppose  he  fulfills  the  con* 
dition,  and  never  after  violates  the  obligation  of  the  marriage  bed,  is 
the  cdndonatibn  to  have  do  other  effoct  dnm  to  bar  a  suit  against 
him }  I  think  the  effect  is  to  make  him  rectus  in  imieger^  ^except 
that  his  past  tamnsgression  may  be  revived  by  subsequent  miaooa* 


DEFSK8S  TO  JL  DIVOnOftSUIT.  809 

duct.''  (jini<9A^  Y.  ^n«cA«?»«,  3  (7«r;.  ^.  ^£.  810.)  Thedoetrme 
of  Dr.  Lushington  wad  followed  by  CreBewelly  J;,  in  a.  latee  case 
before  the  new  dlToree  oourt  of  England.  {SeUer  t«  SeUoTy  1  Swab. 
<£  Trw.  JSi  482.  ButvidefhodeY.  Qcode^  i  A.  268.)  Some* 
ttmea  this  qaeetion  is  regulated  by  Btatate,  and  is^  therefore,  detav 
mined  by  the  language  of  the  provision  making  the  recrimination 
a  defense.  Thns,  in  the  State  of  New  York^  the  reoriminatoiy  act  ' 
mnat  be  proved  to  have  been  committed  ^^  nnder  snch  cireumstances 
as  wonld  have  entitled  the  defendant,  if  innocent,  to  a  divorce ;"  and 
it  has  been  held  that  nnder  this  provision,  as  a  condoned  offense 
of  tlie  defendant  will  not  entitle  the  complainant  to  a  divorce,  so 
a  condoned  act  of  a  similar  character  on  the  part  of  the  complain** . 
ant  will  not  bar  the  suit  for  a  divorce.  So  that^  when  in  a  suit  for 
a  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and  the  defendant  makes  a, 
recriminatory  charge  in  his  answer,  the  offense  of  the  plaintiff  must 
be  set  up  in  the  same  manner,  imd'be  accompanied  with  the  same 
allegations,  as  are  reiqnired  to  be  charged  in  a  bill  of  complaint. 
{Marrdly.  M&rrM,  I  Bi»rb.  E.  318.  S.  C.  3  ib.  236.)  But  when 
the  case  was  last  before  the  court,  ^me  doubt  was  expressed  as  to 
whether  that  was.  the  true  construction  of  the  statute.  Sill,  J., 
observed :  ^'  In  giving  construction  to  the  forty^seoond  section  of 
the  statute  concerning  divorces,  the  justice  before  whom  this  motion 
was  argued  at  the  special  term,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  an 
adultery  of  a  complainant  condoned,  was  no  bar  to  a  suit  for  a 
divorce  in  his  favor.  That  the  circumstances  nnder  which  this 
adultery  must  be  committed,  to  constitute  a  bar  under  that  statute, 
were  absence  of  procurement  or  connivance  of  forgiveness,  or  a  bar 
arising  from  lapse  of  time.  Even  upon  this  construction  of  the 
section,  the  plaintiff  would  not,  in  this  case,  be  entitled  to  the  issue 
to  try  the  question  of  forgiveness.  We  are  not,  however,  prepared 
to  give  our  assent  to  this  oonstmction  of  the  statute.  It  declares 
that  the  court  may  deny  a  decree  for  a  divorce,  ^  when  it  shall  be 
proved  that  the  complainant  has  been  guilty  of  adultery  under 
such  cireumstances  as  would  entitle  the  defendant,  if  innoc^it,  to 
a  divorce.^  The  circumstances  meant  are  undoubtedly  absence  of 
procurement  or  connivance,  or  any  thing  else  which  would  involve 
tiie  other  party  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  guilt  of  the  act.  But 
it  seems  to  us  that  condonation  and  lapse  of  time  (where  they 
have  transpired)  cannot  appropriately,  and  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute^  be  taken  as  the  circumstances  under  which  a  party  is 
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gaUty ;  they  hare  no  connection  with  the  oommifision  of  the  oflense." 
{MorreU  y.  MarrdL,  8  Barh.  R.  236,  241,  242,)  The  point,  how- 
ever, was  considered  too  important  to  diftpose  of  upon  special 
motion,  and  the  qne&tion  was  left  unsettled.  Bat  where  there  is 
no  statute  to  control  the  question,  it  does  not  follow  because  a  eon- 
donation  or  forgiveness  by  the  complainant  will  bar  a  suit  for  a 
divorce,  that  it  will  have  the  same  effect  as  a  defense,  by  way  of 
recrimination,  set  up  by  the  defendant.  That  must  depend  upon 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the. case.  {Wood  v.  Wood^  2 
Paig^%  CK.  R.  108.)  The  guilt  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  moral  s^ise, 
is  the  same  whether  the  offense  has  been  condoned  or  not,  and 
that  is  probably  what  the  law  intends  to  say  shall  prevent  him 
from  obtaining  the  divorce.  (  Vide  Leaeur  v.  Lueur^  31  Bofh,  R. 
j830.  Anonymms,  17  Atb.  Pr.  R.  48.  B,  v.  B.  11  If.  F.  Leg. 
Ohs.  350.    MasUn  v.  Jftwftwi,  15  N.  H.  R.  159.) 

But  Mr.  Bishop  says :  ^^  If  we  look  at  this  question  in  the  light 
of  principle,  we  shall  be  led  to  the  following  result :  After  an 
offense  has  been  condoned,  the  guilty  one  stands  upright  as  to 
his  relations  with  the  other,  so  long  as  his  own  conduct  is  correct 
in  all  particulars,  perhaps  even  when  it  is  not  fully  correct  This 
places  the  foi^ving  party  under  no  new  Hberty  of  evil  doing ;  but 
suppose  the  condoned  offense  were  to  operate  as  a  recriminatoij 
bar,  then  the  forgiving  party  would  have  practically  obtained  a 
license  for  himself  when  he  suff^^  the  condonation  to  pass. 
And  surely  any  construdion  of  either  a  common  law  or  a  statutory 
rule  the  effect  of  which  is  to  license  profligacy  or  other  ill  conduct 
in  the  matrimonial  relation,  is  to  be  strenuously  avoided.''  (3 
Bishop^ %  Marridge  and  Divorce^  §  100.) 

It  may  be  suggested  that,  although  the  case  should  go  by  defiuilt, 
if  it  appears  by  the  plaintiff's  own  showing  that  there  is  a  good  and 
valid  defense  to  the  action,  the  divorce  will  not  be  granted. 
{Timrnvngs  v.  Tirmnmga^  3  H<tg.  Ee.  R.  76.) 

§  691.  In  the  Englidi  ecclesiastical  courts,  the  defendant  may 
not  only  recriminate  the  plaintiff  and  show  a  competent  wrong  in 
him  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  his  action  for  a  divorce,  but  ike 
defendant  may  also,  in  a  proper  case,  obtain  a  divorce  bj  the  decree 
of  tlie  court  in  the  same  action.  (  Vide  DyeaH  v.  Dysarty  1  Rob. 
R.  106.  Olaufes  v.  Cl4>weSy  3  Oufieis"  Ee.  R.  185,  194.)  And 
the  same  rule  applies  in  many  of  the  American  States,  sometimes 
by  a  cross-suit  and  sometimes  by  setting  up  the  matteis  in  the 
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answer,  and  praying  for  the  afSrmative  relief  desired.  (Vide 
MoCafferty  r.  McCaffeHy,  8  BlacJrf.  R.  218,  Sto^&rd  v,  Siaffardj 
9  /nrf.  jB.  162.  BirUey  v.  Bi/rUey,  15  7fl.  ^  120.  ^<w^  ▼• 
Bogge99^  4  Dana^$  R.  807.  Ananymow^  17  J.M.  Pr.  if.  48.  ^. 
V.  jS.  11  i\r.  Y.  Leg,  Oba.  350.)  In  Indiana,  the  matter  is  regu- 
lated by  statute,  which  provides  that  ^^  the  defendant  may,  in 
addition  to  his  or  her  answer,  file  a  cross  petition  for  divorce,  and 
the  court  shall  in  such  case  decree  the  divorce,  if  ajiy,  in  favor  of 
the  party  legally  ^ititled  to  the  same."  (  Vide  Stoner  t.  Stoner,  9 
Ind.  R.  505,  506.)  And  in  New  York* and  several  others  of  the 
states,  their  Code  of  Procedure  provides  that  if  it  appears  on  the 
trial  of  a  cause  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  any  affirmative 
relief,  judgment  must  be  given  accordingly.  Under  such  a  provi- 
•ion  there  could  be  no  doubt  but  a  defendant  in  a  proper  case 
could  have  his  divorce.  But  in  all  these  cases  where  the  defendant 
seeks  a  divorce  by  recrimination,  he  should  set  up  in  his  answer  all 
the  facts  constituting  his  claim  for  a .  divorce  in  the  same  manner, 
and  it  should  be  accompanied  with  the  same  allegations  as  are  re- 
quired when  charged  in  a  bill.  {MarreU  v.  MorreUj  3  Barb.  R,  236.) 
§  692.  It  has  always  been  the  practice  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts, 
in  cases  for  divorce,  to  require  the  husband  to  advance  the  means 
to  the  wife  to  enable  her  to  prosecute  or  defend  the  action,  whether 
she  be  plaintiff  or  defendc^it ;  %^d  this  has  also  been  the  general 
practice  of  the  American  courts.  Formerly  it  was  usual  to  require 
this  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  but  of  late  the  rule  has  been 
relaxed.  It  is  now  held  not  to  be  a  matter  of  right,  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, for  the  wife  who  has  commenced  a  suit  for  a  divorce 
or  for  a  separation,  or  against  whom  the  husband  has  brought  his 
action  for  a  divorce,  to  require  the  court  to  direct  an  allowance  to 
be  paid  to  her  by  the  husband,  plaintiff  or  defendant,  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  suit.  Wfeen  it  is  probable, 
however,  that  the  wife  may  succeed  in  such  action,  and  when  it 
appears  that  she  is  destitute  of  the  means  of  carrying  on  or 
defending  the  action,  as  the  case  may  be,  it  is  almost  a  matter  of 
course,  at  the  present  day,  to  require  the  husband  to  make  the 
wife  a  reasotnablo  allowance  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  suit, 
having  a  due  regard  to  the  value  of  his  property,  the  amount  of 
his  income  from  his  own  exertions,  aud  the  necessary  support 
of  himself  and  others  who  have  claims  upon  him  for  subsistence. 
And,  as  it  would  be  improper  for  the  wife  to  cohabit  with  h^  hus- 
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band  dnring  tiie.  pendency-  of  the  action,  if  she  ia  unable  to  provide 
for  her  own  safoBiBtfeDcey  and  he  has  the  means  of  supporting  her,  it 
is  also  a  matter  of  coarse  to  require  <  him  to  contribute  of  those 
means  to  famish  her  with  liiendeesaatj  ch>thingand  subsistence,  un» 
til  it  can  be  legallj  determined  whether  the  charges  preferred  are 
true  or  &Ise.  fiat  if  the  proo&  presented  oh  the  q>plication  ^rebder 
it  morally  certain  that  the  action  brought  by  the  wife  will  ultimately 
fail  for  want  o£  merit ;  or  if  it  is  made  to  aiq>ear,  when-  the  action  is 
brought  by  the  husband,  that  the  wife  lived  in  adultery,  or  a  life  of 
prostitution,  the  allowance  will  not  be  made.  {Kock  v.  jSbci,  4S 
Bckrb.  B.  615.  Jones  v.  Jones^  2  Bwtb,  Oh.  H.  146.  '  Whitney  r. 
WhUus^^  22  H<rbD.  Pr.  JR.  175.   Oarpeni&r  v.  CarpefUer,  19  tJ,  539.) 

It  isnot  atall  a  matt^  of  course  to  allow  alk*  advance  to  the 
wife  on  a  bill  filed  by  her  for  divorce  ^i  mensa  etthoro^  to  enable 
her  to  prosecute  her  suit.  Injury  and  a  meritorious  cause  of  action 
must  be  made  to  appear,  and  then  a  suitable  allowance  will  be 
made.  {Wordm  v.  Wardm^  3  JEdw.  Ch.  R.  387.)  Where  the 
husband  comes  for  divorce,  and  his  wife  denies  on  oath  the  chaises 
made  against  her,  he  must  supply  money  for  temporary  support, 
and  to  help,  the  wife  to  .make  her  defense;  his  poverty  will  not 
shield  him;  he  must  conform  to  the  rule  or  abandon  his  sait 
{PurodL  v.  PvrceUy  3  JBdw.  OK.  R.  194.  Bfuere  v.  Bruere,  1 
OuH.  Eo.  R.  566.     Walk^  v.  Walker,  lb.  560;) 

Sometimes  the  matter  of  advances  by  the  husband  to  the  wife, 
to  enable  her  to  prosecute  or  defend  the  action  of  divorce,  is  reg> 
ulated  by  statute ;  but,  if  there  be  no  statute  upon  the  subject,  the 
allowanoe,  in  a  proper  case,  will  be  made.  {I^crih  y.  Jforih,  1 
Barb,  Oh.  R.  241.  Mix  v.  Jfw,  1  Jokns^  Oh.  R.  108;  Story  y. 
&ory,  Walker^a  {Mick']  R.  421.  FiMi  v,  FUKU,  2  LiU.  R.  387. 
Amoa  V.  AmoSy  8  Ghreen^a  Oh.  R.  171.  Patterson  v.  Patterson,  1 
EaJM.  Oh.R.  S89.  Ryan  v.  Ryan,  9  Mo.  R.  &3d.  McGee  v. 
McOeey  10  Ga.  R.  477.  FartoeU  v.  Fa/rwM,  31  Maine  R.  591. 
MeUset  v.  MeUzet,  1  Pa/rsorCs  R.  78.  RiokeUs  v.  Rieketts,  4 
GiWs  R.  101.  J)aiffer  v.  Baiger,  2  Md.  Oh.  R.  885.  Twyman  «. 
Taymtm,  lb.  393.  Odes  ^.  OoUs,  lb.  341.)  In  Oonnecticut,  when 
the  wife  is  respondent  and  defends  herself  against  the  application  of 
her  husband,  the  practice  is  uniform  to  order  him  to  provide,  in 
case  of  her  inability,  funds  for  her  defense ;  but  it  seems  that  such 
aid  is  never  furnished  her  when  she  is  the  prosecuting  party. 
{Shdton  V.  Pendleton^  18  Oonn.  R.  417.) 
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CHAPTER  XLIV.    • 

THE  DSCBEB  IN  A  DIVOBCE  BXTIT — ALIMONY  AND  THE  BULES  BESPECT* 
INO  IT — THE  EFFECT  OF  THE  DECREE  OF  DIYOECS  —  VALIDITT  OF 
FOBEIQN  DIV0BCE8  —  CONCLUSION. 

§  698.  The  decree  in  a  divorce  suit  is  the  sentence  or  judgment 
of  the  court,  dissolving  the  marriage  rdation,  or  separating  the 
parties  from  bed  and  board,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  determining 
the  incidental  rights  of  the  parties  in  respect  J;o  each  other  and  to 
society.  In  England  they  have  a  statute  which  provides  that  ^^  ev^ 
decree  for  a  divorce  shall  in  the  first  instance  be  a  decree  niH^  not 
to  be  made  absolute  till  after  the  expiration  of  such  time,  not  less 
than  three  months  from  the  pronouncing  thereof^  as  the  court  shall 
by  general  or  special  order  from  time  to  time  direct ;  and  during 
that  period  any  person  shall  be  at  liberty,  in  such  manner  as  the 
court  shall  by  general  or  special  order  in  that  behalf  from  time 
to  time  direct,  to  show  cause  why  the  said  decree  should  not  be 
made  absolute  by  reason  of  the  same  having  been  obtained  by  col- 
lusion, 6v  by  reason  of  material  facts  not  brought  before  the  court ; 
and,  on  cause  being  shown,  the  court  shall  deal  with  the  case  by 
making  the  decree  absolute,  or  by  reversing  the  decree  nm,  or  by 
requiring  further  inquiry,  or  otherwise,  as  justice  may  require." 
(23  arid  24  Vict.  eh.  144,  §  7.  And  vide  BouUon  v.  BaulUm, 
2  Swab,  ds  TrU.  B.  405.  StoaU  v.  Staate,  lb.  884.  Leum  v. 
Lewis^  lb.  394.)  But  this  practice  does  not  generally  obtain  in  the 
American  States.  The  decree  in  the  first  instance  is  made  absolute, 
although,  for  good  cause  shown,  the  court  would  open  the  decree 
and  hear  the  cause  further.  If,  however,  the  divorced  party  has 
married  in  the  mean  time,  the  case  would  have  to  be  an  extreme 
one  for  the  court  to  interfere.  {Vide  Olin  v.  Hungerford,  10 
Ohio  B.  268.  Piatt  v.  PiaUy  9  ib.  37.  Laughery  v.  Laughery^ 
15  ib.  404.  Johnson  v.  Johnson^  Walk.  [Mich.]  B.  309.  Smith 
y.  Smith,  4  Paige^a  Oh.  B.  432.  Dunn  v.  Dwnn,  lb.  425.  Ccimn 
V.  Oolmn,  2.ib.  385.  Bogged  v.  Soggeaa,  4  Dana^s  B,  807.  Jecms 
V.  JecmSy  8  Barr.  [Del.']  B.  136.  Ducaa  v.  LuooBy  8  Gray* a  B. 
136.  Sheafe  v.  Sheaf e,  9  Fo^.  B.  269.  Hqffman  v.  Hoffmmi, 
30  Pmn.  B.  417.  Mansfield  v.  Manafieldy  20  Mo.  B.  168. 
SmiUh  V.  Smith,  lb.  166.) 

§  694.  The  form  of  the  decree  is  generally  prescribed  by  statute. 
In  cases  of  divorce  a  vincido  matrvmonii  the  decree  declares  the 
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dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract,  and  further  provides  that  the 
defendant  is  prohibited  from  marrying  again  until  the  complainant 
is  actnallj  dead,  but  permitting  the  complainant  to  marry  again, 
the  same  as  thongh  the  defendant  was  actually  dead.  The  decree 
also  regulates  the  question  as  to  the  custody  of  infant  children,  if 
the  parties  have  any,  and  sometimes  as  to  the  property  of  the  par- 
ties. {Hanrford  v.  Hanrford^  10  Ala,  JR.  661.)  In  some  of  the 
states,  however,  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  relation  is  absolute 
as  to  both  parties,  an4  they  may  both  marry  again,  as  though  they 
had  never  before  been  married.  In  cases  of  divorce  a  tnensa  ei 
th(nv  the  decree  provides  for  the  separation  of  the  parties  and  the 
support  of  the  wife  apart  from  her  husband,  and  for  the  custody  of 
the  infant  children  of  the  parties,  if  they  have  any ;  and,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  when  the  wife  succeeds  in  the  action,  the  decree  provides 
for  the  collection  of  her  costs  and  expenses  out  of  the  husband, 
whether  the  case  was  for  an  absolute  or  limited  divorce.  ( Vide 
Gra/eeB  v.  Ora/oea^  2  Paige^s  Ch.  R.  62.)  In  some  cases,  where  the 
wife  is  defeated  in  her  action  for  a  divorce,  her  costs  wiU  be 
allowed  against  the  husband.  Thus,  in  a  case  before  the  Alabama 
courts,  the  learned  judge  said:  ^'It  was  manifestly  wrong  to 
render  a  decree  against  her  for  costs  in  a  suit  prosecuted  against 
her  husband  under  any  circumstances ;  but,  in  this  case,  the  court 
is  of  the  opinion  that  he  should  have  been  compelled,  by  the 
decree,  to  pay  the  same,  as  from  the  admissions  of  the  answer  it 
appears  that  she  had  probable  cause  for  instituting  her  proceed- 
ings, although  she  may  not  have  been  able  to  prosecute  the  case  to 
a  successful  issue."  (RtchardBcn  v.  Richardson^  4  P&rUr^e  R. 
467,  478,  479.)  But,  however  the  case  may  be,  the  decree  usually 
determines  the  question  of  the  wife's  costs,  and  oftentimes  other 
incidental  matters  not  necessary  here  to  be  noticed. 

§  695.  It  may  also  be  affirmed  as  a  general  proposition,  that 
when  there  is  a  separation  decreed  upon  the  application  of  the  wife, 
alimony  will  be  allowed  if  the  wife  asks  it.  Alimony  in  law  is  the 
allowanoe  made  to  the  wife  out  of  the  husband's  estate  or  income, 
upon  a  decree  of  separation.  This  allowance  is  made  upon  the 
theory  that  the  husband  is  bound  to  support  his  wife,  and  thia 
obligation  does  not  cease  after  her  separation  from  him  for  causes 
originating  with  him  after  the  marriage.  ^^  This  alimony,  in  strict- 
ness of  la w„  being  a  duty  properly  due  from  the  husband  to  the 
wife  during  her  cohabitation  with  him,  the  canon  law  says,  that 
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if  she  does,  without  any  default  of  his,  Of  her  accord,  depart  from 
him,  he  shall  not  be  obliged  to  allow  her  alimony  during  such  her 
willful  desertion  of  him,  though  she  be  not  charged  with  adultery, 
and  though  he  had  a  considerable  dowry  with  her.  But  if  she 
departs  from  her  husband  through  any  default  of  his,  as  on  the 
account  of  cruelty  and  the  like,  then  he  shall  in  that  case  be  com- 
pelled to  allow  her  alimony,  though  he  had  no  dowry  with  her ; 
for  the  law  deems  her  to  be  a  dutiful  wife  as  long  as  the  fault  lies, 
at  his  door."    (Ayl,  Pa/rer.  58.) 

When  the  wife  is  the  offender  and  a  divorce  is  granted  on  the 
petition  of  the  husband,  alimony  is  very  seldom  allowed.  There 
may  be  circumstances  attending  such  a  case,  however,  when  it 
would  be  but  simple  justice  that  the  husband  8honl4  be  required 
to  make  a  provision  for  her  support;  and  where  there  is  no 
statutory  impediment  the  husband  has  been  occasionally  decreed 
to  make  such  provision  for  his  discarded  wife ;  ^^  and  for  this  most 
just,  humane  and  moral  reason,  that  she  may  not  be  driven  by 
want  to  continue  in  a  course  of  vice."  {Jee  v.  ITiv/rlaw^  4  J)owL 
<&  Ryl  R.  11, 17.) 

^^  It  is  not  too  much  to  suppose,"  said  Eastman,  J.,  in  a  case  in 
the  supreme  court  of  New  Hampshire,  '^  that  there  are  those  who 
would  enter  into  the  marriage  relation  solely  with  the  view  of 
possessing  themselves  of  the  property  of  their  wives,  and  who  would 
readily  sacrifice  their  virtue,  if  by  so  doing  they  could  break  up 
the  malriage  contract,  and  at  the  same  time  retain  the  property 
of  which  she  had  gained  possession.  Kor  is  it  too  much  to  suppose 
that  a  weak-minded  woman  might  become  the  victim  of  an  artful 
and  unprincipled  husband ;  and  yet  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  be 
impossible  to  produce  any  evidence  implicating  him  in  her  fall. 
To  cast  such  a  woman  destitute  upon  the  world  would  be  doing 
the  grossest  injustice,  and  at  the  same  time  be  rewarding  the  most 
infamous  iniquity."  {SKeafe  v.  Sheaf e,  4  FobU  li.  664, 588.)  In  a 
case  in  the  late  court  of  chancery  of  the  State  of  New^  York, 
wherein  the  decree  was  against  the  wife  on  the  petitioi  of  the  hus- 
band, the  late  distinguished  Chancellor  Walworth  said :  '^  Although 
I  am  compelled  to  decree  a  separation  in  this  case,  I  should  not 
leave  the  future  support  of  the  wife,  beyond  what  she  is  able  to 
earn  by  her  own  exertions,  wholly  unprovided  for,  but  should  direct 
the  husband  to  pay  the  same  amount  for  her  support  which  he  has 
voluntarily  paid,  did  I  not  doubt  my  power  to  make  such  a  decree 
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agaiDst  tbe  husband.''  After  referring  to  the  Btatnte  and  conclnd- 
ing  that  the  alimony  conld  not  be  allowed  nnder  its  provisions, 
when  the  husband  has  obtained  a  decree  of  separation  from  his 
wife,  on  account  of  her  own  misconduct,  tlie  learned  chancellor 
added,  '^  I  can  therefore  onlj  recommend  to  him  that  he  should 
hereafter  allow  her  at  the  rate  of  three  dollars  a  week,  if  he  has 
the  means  of  doing  so,  in  addition  to  what  she  can  earn  by  her 
own  exertions,  while  she  continues  to  provide  for  herself  therewith, 
without  being  a  chaise  upon  any  of  her  relatives  or  fiiends.'' 
{Perry  v.  Perry,  2  Barb.  Oh.  R.  811,  312,  313.) 

In  a  case  which  arose  under  the  New  Hampshire  statute  upon 
the  subject.  Judge  Bell  said :  ^^  The  ordinary  course  is  to  allow 
alimony  to  the  wife,  where  she  is  the  injured  party  and  the  libel- 
lant ;  but  the  power  of  the  court  is  not  limited  to  that  case.  The 
wife  may  be  in  the  wrong.  She  may  have  an  unhappy  temper,  or 
an  unfortunate  disposition ;  she  may  have  ill-treated  her  husband, 
or  deserted  him^  or  have  otherwise  misconducted  herself,  and  yet 
the  property  she  may  ask  as  alimony  may  be  all  such  as  has  been 
accumulated,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  her  own  industry ;  and  her 
fault  may  be  far  from  such  as  ought  to  be  punished  by  the  forfeit- 
ure of  all  her  property,  or  her  interest  in  the  husband's  property, 
thus  leaving  her  to  beg  or  starve.  She  may  have  so  conducted 
herself  that  her  husband  may  be  well  entitled  to  a  divorce,  and 
yet  she  may  be  a  wronged  and  injured  woman  ;  and  there  seems, 
therefore,  to  be  good  reason  why  the  court  should  be- vested  with 
the  power  of  making  to  her  a  just  and  reasonable  allowance  in 
any  such  case."  {Sheaf e  v.  Zaightm,  36  iT.  Jff.  R.  240,  243.) 
And  several  of  the  states  have  statutes  under  which  the  courts 
have  granted  an  allowance  from  the  husband's  estate,  notwith- 
standing the  divorce  was  ordered  on  the  complaint  of  the  husband. 
( Vide  Pence  v.  Pence,  6  B.  Man.  R.  496.  Dail&y  v.  DaUey, 
Wri^hfe  [Ohio]  R.  614.  McOafferty  v.  McOafferty,  8  BlMJrf.  R. 
218.  Reavis  v.  Reams,  1  Scam.  R.  242.  Richardwn  v.  WUean^ 
8  Terg.  R.  67.  I/yveU  v.  LoveU,  11  Ala.  R.  769.  But  vide 
Oliver  v.  Oliver,  5  ii.  75.)  But  the  policy  of  allowing  the  delin- 
quent wife  alimony  is  quite  questionable,  althougl^  there  may  be 
circumstances  whicli  justify  it. 

§  696.  The  question  of  alimony  is  not  always  a  peremptory  one; 
it  is,  in  general,  in  the  discretion  of  tlie  court  which  grants  the 
decree.    In  the  State  of  New  York,  where  a  bill  was  filed  by 
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the  wife  against  her  husband  for  a  divorce  a  mema  et  iharo^  ou 
the  groond  of  craol  usage,  the  court,  under  the  circumstances, 
decreed  a  divorce  for  five  years,  and  required  the  husbclnd  to  pay  a 
certain  sum  per  year,  in  half-yearly  payments,  for  the  support  of 
the  wife  and  the  education  and  maintenance  of  their  infant  child ; 
but  the  rule  was  declared  that  the  licentious  conduct  of  the  wife, 
if  existing  prior  to  the  alleged  acts  of  cruel  treatment  by  the  hus- 
band, will  destroy  any  just  claim  for  maintenance.  {Bedell  v« 
JBedeUy  1  Johns.  Ch.  li.  604.)  But  this  discretion  is  a  judicial  dis- 
cretion and  not  an  arbitrary  one ;  and,  when  the  delinquency  of 
the  husband  has  been  established,  and  the  wife  is  the  injured  party, 
driven  by  his  cruelty,  for  example,  from  the  benefit  of  domestic 
enjoyments,  the  courts  will  always  make  the  allowance.  (Burr  v. 
Burr,  7  SUPeH.  207,  211.) 

The  law  has  fixed  no  definite  proportion  of  the  husband's  estate 
to  be  allotted  to  the  wife  in  these  cases  for  permanent  alimony ; 
therefore,  the  court  is  always  required  to  look  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  case,  as  no  two  are  alike,  in  order  to  award 
what  is  fair  and  just  between  the  parties.  The  general  rule  itf,  that 
the  wife  is  entitled  to  a  support  corresponding  to  her  rank  and  con- 
dition in  life  and  the  fortune  of  the  ^husband ;  and  it  seems  to  be  a 
settled  principle  to  make  a  more  liberal  allowance  in  case  of  aggra- 
vating circumstances  in  the  conduct  of  the  husband,  and  when  no 
imputation  exists  against  the  wife,  than  in  other  cases.  So,  the 
amount  is  always  infinenced,  more  or  less,  by  the  fact  that  the  hus- 
band has  a  family  of  children  to  support,  or  that  he  himself  is  in 
feeble  health.  In  many  cases,  the  third  part  of  the  annual  income 
of  the  husband  has  been  assigned  as  permanent  alimony ;  in  others, 
a  moiety.  {Burr  v.  Burr,  supra.)  If  the  parties  are  laboring 
people,  the  wife  does  not' usually  require  as  much  as  though  she 
was  brought  up  unused  to  labor,  and  this  is  taken  into  the  account 
by  the  courts.  If  the  husband  is  in  good  health  and  skillful,  and 
is  actually  realizing  considerable  profits,  it  has  been  said  that  ^'  the 
partner  of  his  fortunes  should  not  be  refused  a  reasonable  participa- 
tion in  them."  {Prince  v.  Prince,  1  Hich.  Eq.  JR.  282.  And 
vide  Ki/rhy  v.  Kirby,  1  Paige's  Ch.  li.  261.)  Dr.  Lushington  said : 
"  I  think  that,  with  regard  to  permanent  alimony,  the  court  would 
make  a  different  allotment  in  a  case  where  the  income  .of  the  hu^- 
band  was  derived  from  his  sole  personal  labor  or  exertions,  from 
what  it  would  do  where  he  had  moreover  a  large  reversionary  prop- 
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erty  in  expectancy.'*  {Stone  v.  Stone^  3  Curt.  Ec.  R.  341.)  Upon 
this  subject,  Mr.  Bishop  says :  ^'  If  a  wife  has  capacity  to  carry  on 
business  and  tQ  earn  a  livelihood,  the  husband  has  bis  rights  con- 
cerning this  capacity ;  if  the  wife  has  it,  the  wife  has  her  corres- 
ponding rights;  and,  when  alimony  is  to  be  decreed,  whether 
between  parties  possessed  of  visible  fortune  or  not,  the  respective 
capacities,  as  thus  explained,  should  enter  largely  into  the  calcula- 
tion. There  are,  undoubtedly,  instances  in  which  the  wife's  duty 
is  to  support  wholly  her  husband  by  her  own  mental  and  physical 
exertions ;  and  though,  if  he  were  delinquent  in  the  duties  of  the 
marriage,  on  account  of  which  she  obtained  a  divorce  from  him,  he 
would  then  have  lost,  by  his  own  fault,  his  claim  upon  her,  yet  she 
would  have  no  claim  on  him  for  alimony."  (2  Biah.  Mar.  and 
Di/o.  %  458.) 

But  it  seems  to  be  generally  understood  that  at  least  one-third 
of  the  husband's  income  is  the  usual  rate  at  which  permanent 
alimony  will  be  allotted,  but  it  is  liable  to  variation,  according  to 
the  husband's  ability  to  pay,  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  The 
law,  however,  has  laid  down  no  exact  proportion;  it  sometimes 
gives  a  third,  sometimes  a  moiety,  according  to  circumstances. 
{Oimiy  V.  Otway,  2  PhiUim.  R.  109.) 

§  697.  It  will  be  borne  in  mind  that  alimony  is  a  provision  or 
allowance  for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  and  it  is  not,  therefore, 
a  specified  proportion  of  the  husband's  property  set  off,  or  given 
absolutely  to  her ;  but  a  specific  sum  secured  to  be  paid  periodi- 
cally for  her  actual  support ;  or  it  is  sometimes  an  assignment  to 
her  separate  use  of  such  part  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  husband  as  the  court  shall  think  fit.  {Maguire  v.  Maguire^ 
7  Dand^B  R,  181.  WaUingaford  v.  WaUingsford,  6  Bar.  &  Johns. 
R.  485.  PwrceU  v.  PurceU,  4  Em.  cfe  Mnnf.  R.  507.  RusseU 
V.  Russell^  4  Oremv^B  [Iowa]  R.  26.  And  vide  Rogers  v.  Vtn«, 
6  Ired.  R.  293.) 

The  authorities  are  adverse  to  alimony  being  allowed  to  the 
wife  for  her  natural  life^  for  the  husband  may  die  before  she  does, 
and  his  duty  to  maintain  her  ceases  on  his  own  decease.  {Lodcr 
ridge  v.  Lockridge^  3  DantHe  R.  28.  Logan  v.  Logan^  2  B.  Jfon. 
R.  142.  Jfayhugh  v.  Mayhugh^  7  tJ.  424.)  The  allowance  is 
usually  a  specified  sum,  but  the  parties  are  at  liberty  to  apply  to 
the  court  at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  decree  to  have  the  allow- 
ance varied.    {Paff  v.  Paff^  Hop.  Ch.  R.  584.)    Dr.  Lushington 
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laid  down  the  rule  that  ^^  where  there  is  a  marital  alteration  of 
circumstances,  a  change  in  the  rate  of  alimony  may  be  made.  K 
the  facilities  are  improved,  the  wife's  allowance  ought  to  be 
increased ;  and,  if  the  husband  is  lapsus  facultatilmSy  the  wife's 
allowance  ought  to  be  reduced.  Applications  of  this  sort  are  of 
rare  occurrence,"  {De  Blaquiere  v.  De  BlaquierCy  8  E<ig.  Eo.  R. 
322.  Vide  Weaimeath  v.  Westmieathy  3  Knapp'a  B.  42.  Pember- 
ton  V.  Pemberion^  2  Notes  Cos.  17.  Cox  y.  Cox^  3  Add.  Eo.  E. 
276.)  But,  although  the  wife  is  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  court 
for  an  increase  of  the  amount  allowed  her  as  permanent  alimony, 
on  a  change  of  circumstances,  it  is  not  every  change  which  in- 
creases her  expenses  of  living,  that  will  entitle  her  to  an  increased 
allowance.  For  example,  where  her  expenses  have  been  increased 
by  the  addition  to  her  family  of  a  person  whom  the  husband  is 
under  no  obligation  to  support,  the  application  for  an  increased 
allowance  will  not  be  granted,  altliougU  the  ability  of  the  husband 
to  pay  may  have  been  improved  subsequent  to  the  decree  fixing 
th^  original  amount.  .  To  increase  the  amount  of  her  alimony 
merely  on  account  of  such  expenses,  would,  in  effect,  compel  the 
husband  to  support  such  third  person  as  the  wife  might  permit  to 
eat  up  her  own  estate.  {Ualstead  v.  Ilahteady  5  Duer^s  R.  659.) 
It  is  not  denied,  however,  that  thei*e  may  be  cases  in  which  the 
improvement  of  the  pecuniary  condition  of  the  husband  subse- 
quent to  the  decree  of  divorce,  when  considered  in  connection  with 
the  amount  of  alimony  allowed  by  the  judgment,  and  the  social 
position  of  the  parties,  and  their  general  mode  of  life  previously, 
would  make  a  further  allowance  just ;  but  alimony  is  a  maint&> 
nance  to  the  wife,  and  the  amoxmt  is  always  fixed  with  respect  to 
that  particular  object. 

§  698.  In  a  suit  brought  by  the  wife  for  a  divorce  she  cannot, 
previous  to  the  decree  dissolving  the  marriage,  make  any  valid 
agreement  as  to  her  allowance  for  alimony,  and  the  court  will  not 
sanction  any  such  agreement  made  by  her,  unless  it  satisfactorily 
appears  that  the  allowance  made  in  her  favor  for  alimony  is  as 
much  as  she  is  fairly  entitled  to.  After  the  bond  of  matrimony  has 
actually  been  dissolved  as  to  the  wife,  by  a  decree  of  court,  she 
may  make  such  arrangement  as  she  pleases  in  regard  to  her  ali- 
mony. {Daggett  v.  Daggett^  5  Paiges  Ch.  R.  509.)  A  wife,  how- 
ever, n^ay  compromise  a  suit  brought  by  her  against  her  husband 
for  a  divorce,  and  the  court  will  only  interfere  so  far  as  to  see  that 
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she  is  not  oyerreached  or  imposed  upon  in  the  settlement  In  such 
a  case  the  parties  may  agree  upon  the  allowance  to  be  made  by  the 
husband,  and  the  same  will  be  sanctioned  by  the  court,  but  a 
decree  of  divorce  cannot  be  ordered  in  pursuance*  of  any  under- 
standing between  the  parties,  although,  without  doubt,  many  such 
decrees  are  entered,  where  the  court  has  no  knowledge  of  the  col- 
ufiion.    {Eirby  v.  Kirby^  1  Paige^s  Ch.  R,  566.) 

It  has  been  doubted  even  whether  a  wife  would  be  bound  by  an 
agreement  to  relinquish  her  alimony  after  the  decree  of  the  court 
granting  the  divorce.  Upon  this  subject,  Dr.  Lushington  said: 
^^  I  doubt  whether,  in  law,  it  was  competent  for  her,  in  that,  form, 
to  relinquish  the  benefits  of  the  decree  of  the  court.  This  is  a  con- 
tract between  husband  and  wife ;  and  though  the  principles  appli- 
cable to  such  contracts  are  not  strictly  the  same  after  a  legal 
separation  as  they  may  be  r^arded  while  the  parties  are  living 
together,  yet  they  are  not  widely  different.  In  the  one  case,  Uiers 
is  the  influence  arising  from  affection  ;  afterward  an  influence  of 
a  different  sort,  arising  from  an  anxiety  to  communicate  with  her 
children.  If  it  were  necessary  to  settle  this  point,  I  should  be  of 
opinion'  that  the  whole  alimony  decreed  to  her  in  1830  must  be 
placed  at  her  disposal,  and  then  she  will  be  at  liberty  to  appro- 
priate it  as  she  pleases."  {De  BXaquiere  v.  De  Blaquiert^  3  Hag. 
Ec.  R,  322.)  It  would  seem  that  this  was  a  case  of  legal  separation 
merely ;  but  when  the  divorce  is  from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  tlie 
wife  is  free  to  act  for  herself,  and  is  capable  of  modifying,  or 
entirely  relinquishing,  the  alimony  decreed  to  her,  provided  it  is 
based  upon  a  valid  consideration.    {Blake  v.  BlakSj  7  Iowa  R.  46.) 

The  circumstances  of  the  parties  may  sometimes  so  change  sub- 
sequent to  the  decree  as  to  justify  a  reduction  of  the  allowance, 
although  a  redaction  is  very  seldom  made ;  and  it  has  been  held  in 
some  instances,  that  where  a  woman  is  divorced  from  her  husband 
by  reason  of  his  adultery,  her  right  to  such  suitable  allowance  as 
may  be  just,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  the  parties 
respectively,  as  they  exist  at  the  time  the  decree  is  pronounced,  is 
perfect  and  absolute ;  and  that  her  subsequent  misconduct  no  more 
impairs  her  right  to  it  than  such  subsequent  misconduct  would 
impair  her  right  to  dower,  or  to  a  distributive  share  of  her  husband's 
personal  estate,  if  he  had  died  intestate,  and  no  divorce  had  been 
pronounced ;  that  her  subsequent  ill-conduct  cannot  be  punished 
by  a  forfeiture  of  part  of  an  allowance,  just  in  itself,  when  fixed 
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and  adjudged  to  her  by  reason  of  her  husband's  yiolation  of  legal 
dutiee.  {Forrest  v.  Forrest^  3  Bosw.  It.  661.)  But  if  the  pecuniary 
or  physical  condition  of  the  parties  should  change  subsequent  to 
Uie  decree,  the  case  might  be  different,  even  though  it  may  not 
concern  her  former  husband  or  the  court  in  respect  to  the  way  in 
which  she  spends  her  alimony.  It  was  observed  by  the  court  in  a 
Canada  case :  ^^  Should  any  application  be  made  to  this  court  to 
reduce  the  allowance  to  the  wife  in  consequence  of  the  altered 
circumstances  of  the  ease,  it  will  consider  itself  at  liberty  to  con- 
sider the  question  anew,  and  to  re-adjust  the  allowance  proper  Xq 
be  made  in  the  new  state  of  affairs."  {Severn  v.  Severriy  7  Orant^s 
U.  C.  Ch.  R.  109.)  Alimony  is  fixed  \ff  the  decree  of  the  court, 
and  the  husband  is  required  to  give  security  for  its  payment,  in 
such  way  as  the  court  shall  approve ;  and  the  court  is  not  author- 
ized to  sequester  the  estate  of  the  husband,  appoint  a  receiver,  and 
apply  it  to  the  payment  of  such  allowance,  until  after  making  an 
order  requiring  the  husband  to  give  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  allowance  awarded  to  the  wife  in  the  decree,  and  the  failure 
of  the  husband  to  perform  it.  And  if  security  be  given  in  such  a 
case,  by  order  of  the  court,  for  the  payment  of  such  allowance,  the 
security  must  first  be  resorted  to  and  exhausted  before  the  estate 
of  the  husband  can  be  sequestered.  {Forrest  v.  Forrest^  9  Boew. 
R.  686.) 

If  the  husband  should  refuse  to  comply  with  the  order  of  the 
court  to  give  the  security  required  for  the  payment  of  the  alimohy 
awarded,  he  may  be  attached  and  imprisoned  as  for  a  contempt  of 
court.    {Ordley  v.  Oraley^  81  How.  Pr.  R.  476.) 

§  699.  With  respect  to  the  consequences  which  fiow  from  the 
divorce  it  may  be  said,  in  general  terms,  that  the  effect  of  the 
decree,  in  the  first  place,  is  to  place  the  parties  in  the  condition 
therein  expressed,  and,  as  to  third  persons,  their  relation  to  the 
parties,  in  many  particulars,  may  be  determined  by  the  provisions 
of  the  decree ;  but,  in  most  respects,  the  effect  of  the  decree  of 
divorce  is  declared  by  law,  irrespective  of  what  appears  upon  the 
face  of  the  judgment.  The  dissolution  of  the  marriage  relation,  or 
the  separation  of  the  parties,  and  the  right  of  either  or  both  to 
marry  again,  are  usually  regulated  by  statute,  though  expressly 
provided  for  in  the  decree.  If  the  divorce  is  absolute  the  decree 
dissolves  the  marriage,  and  declares  that  each  party  is  freed  from 
its  obligations.    The  marriage  contract,  therefore,  is  at  an  end, 
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and  both  parties  are  absolved .  from  all  the  obligations  arising  oat 
of  that  contract.  The  relation  of  the  parties,  consisting  of  tlieir 
mutual  rights  and  duties,  no  longer  exists,  and  the  words  husband 
and  wife  are  no  longer  applicable  to  them.  ]3ut  for  the  prohibi- 
tion of  a  statute,  in  such  case,  there  would  be  no  restraint  upon 
either  party  as  to  a  second  marriage.  The  statute  in  most  of  the 
states  prohibits  the  offending  party  from  marrying  again  until  the 
death  of  the  other.  The  effect  of  the  divorce  upon  the  property 
rights  of  the  parties  and  third  persons  is  determined  entirely  by 
the  law,  and  is  seldom,  learned  from  the  face  of  the  decree.  If  the 
divo^rce  is  a  mnovlo  matrimonii^  things  executed  where  the  hus- 
band is  seised  in  right  of  J:he  wife  are  not  avoided  by  the  divorce ; 
and  if  the  common  law  prevails  so  that  the  husband  becomes  the 
owner  of  his  wife's  personal  property,  reduced  to  possession,  his 
title  to  it  remains  undisturbed.  {Lawson  v.  Shohoell^  27  Mi98.  li. 
630,  636.)  And,  as  a  general  tiling,  the  husband  would  be  entitled 
to  take  the  emblements  growing  upon  his  wife's  land  at  the  time 
of  the  decree.  {Gould  v.  Webster^  1  Tyler^a  R.  409.  Oldham  v. 
Henderson^  5  Dcma^s  £.  254:.)  Usually,  upon  the  dissolation  of 
the  matrimonial  union,  the  inchoate  right  of  curtesy  and  dower  is 
at  an  end.  {Dobson  v.  BuUeTy  17  Mo,  R,  87.  Given  v,  Marr^  27 
Maine  R.  212.  Clark  v.  Clark,  6  Watts  dk  Serg,  R.  85,  88. 
Zevins  v.  Sleator,  2  Greeners  [Iowa']  R.  604.  Cunningham  v. 
Cunningham,  2  Ind.  R,  233.  WhiUell  v,  MiUe,  6  ib.  229. 
Burdick  v,  Briggs,  11  Wis,  R,  126.  Rice  v.  Lumlcy,  10  Ohio 
St,  R,  596.  McCraney  v.  McCraney,  5  Iowa  R,  232.  Wheeler 
V.  HotchMss,  10  Corm.  R,  225.  Bwrber  v.  Root,  10  Mass,  R,  260. 
Renioick  v.  Renwick,  10  Paige^e  Ch,  R.  420,  424.  Burt  v.  Hurl" 
buH,  16  Vt.  R.  292.  Boykin  v.  Rain,  28  Ala.  R.  332.)  But  in 
some  of  the  states  statutes  exist  providing  that  where  the  wife  Is 
the  innocent  party  she  shall,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage, 
*  become  at  once  entitled  to  her  dower.  {Smith  v.  Smith,  13  Mass. 
R.  231.  Davol  v.  Rowland,  14  ib.  219.  Harding  v.  Alden,  9 
Greerd,  R,  140.)  If  lands  are  conveyed  to  the  husband  and  wife 
jointly,  after  a  divorce  a  vinotdo  m/UrimonU,  each  takes  a  moiety, 
although  before  the  divorce  there  were  no  moieties;  after  the 
divorce  they  wonld  be  tenants  in  common.  (  Vide  Am^s  v.  J^or- 
man,  4  Sneed^s  R,  687.) 

Whether  the  provisions  of  marriage  settlements  can  be  enforced 
after  an  absolute  divorce,  does  not  seem  to  be  definitely  settled. 
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It  was  held  in  one  case,  "  that  a  decree  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo 
matriinomiy  for  the  crime  of  the  wife,  annuls  every  provision  made 
for  a  wife  in  marriage  articles,  or  a  marriage  settlement  in  the 
nature  of  jointure,  or  otherwise,  as  well  as  any  provision  in  articles 
executed  upon  a  separation."  {Charrcmd  v.  Charravd^  1  If,  Y. 
Leg,  Obs.  134.  And  vide  Hastmge  v.  Orde^  11  Sim.  R,  205.)  And 
in  a  case  in  Illinois,  the  court  observed:  Z^The  marriage  is  dis- 
solved, and  all  rights  and  obligations  dependent  on  the  existence  of 
the  marriage  relation  are  extinguished.  The  parties  are  no  longer 
husband  and  wife,  but  are  permitted  to  many  at  pleasuie.  The 
^husband  is  released  from  all  obligation  to  maintain  the  wife,  and  his 
right  to  her  separate  property  is  at  an  end.  *  *  *  It  follows, 
that  this  suit  cannot  be  maintained.  The  sole  object  of  the  agree- 
ment, so  far  as  the  wife  was  concerned,  was  to  provide  her  a  sup- 
port as  the  widow  of  SomeVville.  Before  any  estate  vested  in  the 
trustees,  the  marriage  was  dissolved,  for  her  misconduct,  and  she 
ceased  to  be  his  wife.  He  was  no  longer  legally  or  morally  bound 
to  support  her,  or  to  carry  into  effect  any  provision  previously 
intended  for  that  purpose.  *  *  *  If  the  estate  had  been  con- 
veyed to  the  trustee  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  it  is  possible 
that  her  right  to  receive  the  income  would  not  be  lost  by  the 
divorce."  {Clark  v.  LoU^  11  lU.  B.  105.  And  vide  CartwrigAt 
V.  Cartwrighty  l^Eng,  L.  and  Eg,  R,  46.  Alhee  v.  Wym/m^  10 
Grayh  R.  222.) 

After  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage,  the 'divorced  husband  and 
wife  are  competent  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  except 
they  cannot  be  permitted  to  reveal  any  thing  which  transpired 
between  them  in  the  confidence  of  the  marriage  relation.  {Bame 
V.  Camachy  1  Barb,  R,  392.  The  State  v.  Jolly ^  3  Dev.  <k  Batt, 
R,  110.  Ratdify,  Walee^  1  JBilTs  R,  63.  Diokermany,  Graves j 
6  Gush.  R,  308.) 

It  seems  that  after  a  divorce  a  vinculo  mairimondij  the  husband 
may  maintain  an  action  of  criminal  conversation  against  the  man 
who  debauched  his  wife  during  coverture,  and  the  discarded  wife 
is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  criminal  intercourse.  {Ratolif 
y,  Wales,  stipra.    Dickerman  v.  Oraves,  eiipra.) 

§  700.  The  effect  of  the  divorce  a  menea  et  thoro  is  quite  dif 
ferent  in  many  particulars  from  that  of  the  divorce  a  vinculo 
matrimonii.  In  the  former  the  parties  continue  to  be  husband 
and  wife,  and  neither  can  marry  again  while  the  other  lives.    The 
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sentence  of  divorce  a  mensa  et  tkoro  does  not  so  far  destroy  tbe 
relation  of  husband  and  wife  as  to  make  the  latter  ^feme-^Ue;  it 
merely  suspends  for  a  tim^  some  of  .the  obligations  arising  out  of 
that  relation.    {Clarh  v.  Clark,  6  WaUa  cfe  Serg.  H.  85.)    The 

,  divorce  is  only  a  legal  separation,  terminable  at  tbe  will  of  the 
parties;  the  marriage  continuing  in  regard  to  every  thing  not 
necessarily  withdrawn  &om  its  operation  by  the  divorce.  (Dean  v. 
Bichmond,  5  Pick.  R.  461,  468.)  The  rights  of  the  parties  as 
respects  property,  curtesy  and  dower  remain  unchanged^  imleas 

•  -the  rule  is  modified,  as  it  sometimes  is,  by  statutory  enactment 
In  the  State  of  Louisiana,  however,  the  courts  have  held  that 
such  a  divorce  terminates  all  of  the  marital  rights  of  the  parties, 
and  completely  separatee  them,  except  that  neither  can  many 
while  the  other  lives.  {Savaie  v.  Ignoffoso,  7  £a.  £.  281,  285. 
JBtU  vide  Gee  v.  Thampsanj  11  Za.  An.  H.  657.)  But  the  better 
authority  is  decidedly  against  this  doctrine. 

The  right  of  the  husband  to  the  wife's  choses  in  action  after 
such  a  divorce,  has  sometimes  been  recognized  at  law ;  but  "  the 
rule  of  the  court  of  equity  in  such  cases  follows  that  of  natural 
justice ;   the  husband  by  his  violation  of  the  marriage  oontnet 
forfeits  all  equitable  right  to  the  wife's  property.    Even  when  the 
property  has  belonged  to  her  before  the  separation,  and  has  not 
been  reduced  into  actual  possession  by  the  husband,  courts  of  equity 
will  restore  it  to  the  wife."  {ffclmeB  v.  Holmes,  4  Bafb.  R  295, 297. 
And  vide  Vcm  Duzer  v.  Van  Dmer,  6  Paigie  Ck.  R.  366.    Fr^ 
V.  Fry,  7  ib.  461.    Rentmck  v.  Renvnck,  Wib.  420.)    In  an  early 
case  after  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  ihoro,  an  injunction  was  moved  for 
to  prevent  the  husband  from  selling  a  team  belonging  to  the  wife. 
The  court  was  of  the  impression,  first,  that  it  should  not  be  granted, 
because  the  marriage  continued,  and  the  husband  had  the  same 
power  over  it  as  before  the. divorce ;  but,  finally,  upon  due  ddiber- 
ation,  it  was  held  that,  though  the  marriage  continued  notwith- 
standing the  divorce,  yet  the  husband  did  no  act  as  a  husband  nor 
the  wife  as  a  wife ;  and  the  injunction  was  accordingly  granted. 
{Antmymoue,  9  Mod.  R.  43,  44.    2  Brigkt'e  Hue.  and  Wife,  363.) 
After  the  divorce  a  menea  et  thoro,  the  husband  is  no  longer 
liable  for  his  wife's  debts,  contracted  for  necessaries  or  otherwiie; 
alimony  is  decreed  for  her  maintenance  and  support,  and  that  dis- 
charges the  husband  from  such  liability  for  her  debts.    (  WilUon  v. 
Smdthy  1  Bam.  <b  Ad.  R.  801.     BtU  vide  Keegan  v.  ^dihy  i 
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Bam.  dk  Ore$.  R  375.)  Generally  the  wife,  after  a  divorce  of 
either  kind,  may  do  business  upon  her  own  account,  and  is  liable 
upon  her  contracts. 

§  701.  As  a  general  rule,  the  sentence  of  divorce,  when  regularly 
and  fairly  obtained,  is  conclusive  upon  all  parties,  both  at  home  and  . 
abroad.  {Barber  v.  Eootj  10  Mass.  R.  260.  WaU  v.  WHMamsan^ 
8Ala.JS.^.  WaUy.WiUtam8,llib.S26.  mMy.EuU,2S^ob. 
JSj.  R.  174, 177, 178.  PaUer^m  v.  OameSy  6  Hew.  U.  8.  R.  660, 
699.)  But  this  rule  has  its  exceptions,  and  depends  upon  many 
circumstances.  Indeed  the  authorities  are  not  entirely  harmoniouft 
upon  this  subject.  In  England  a  suit  was  instituted  in  the  arches 
court,  in  1850,  by  the  husband  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights* 
The  parties,  who  were  then  Protestants,  and  members  of  the  Epis- 
copal church,  the  husband  bemg  a  clergyman,  were  married  in 
Philadelphia,  and  were  residents  of  the  United  States,  and  after- 
ward, embracing  Catholicism,  went  to  Borne  and  resided  there,  and 
the  husband  wa&  ordained  a  priest  of  the  Bomish  church.  While 
at  Rome,  a  rescript  or  decree  of  the  authority  of  Bome  was 
obtained,  which  was  claimed  and  pleaded  to  be,  in  effect,  a  separa- 
tion. Both  afterward  went  to  England,  where  the  wife  became  a 
superioress  of  a  convent.  The  court  overruled  the  plea,  and  held 
that  the  parties  were  subject  to  the  laws  of  Bome  only  while 
there,  and  that  they  did  not  carry  that  law  with  them  into  Eng- 
land. The  court  said :  ^'  We  all  know  that  in  questions  of  mar- 
riage contract  the  lex  loci  contractus  is  that  which  is  to  determine 
the  statics  of  the  parties."  That  '^  by  consent  of  ail  nations,  it  is 
the  Jtis  gentium  that  the  solemnities  of  the  different  nations  with 
respect  to  marriage  should  be  observed,  and  that  contracts  of  tliis 
kind  are  to  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  they 
are  made."  {Connelly  v.  Connelly ^  14  Jur.  437.  S.  C.  2  Eng.  L. 
<md  Eq,  R.  570.)  Now,  if  it  is  implied  that  the  contract  shall  not 
be  dissolved  by  the  courts  of  another  state,  except  for  causes 
allowed  by  the  law  of  the  state  where  it  was  made,  a  divorce  by 
the  courts  of  another  state  for  any  other  cause  would,  perhaps,  be 
impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract.  But  this  contract  is  some- 
wh|it  peculiar,  and  perhaps  there  is  an  implied  agreement  that  the 
marital  obligation  shall  always  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  the 
state  or  country  where  th^  parties  acquire  a  domicile ;  and  their 
rights,  duties,  and  obligations,  from  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife,  be  defined  by  the  municipal  law  of  that  domicile.    The 
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yalidity  of  the  marriage,  of  coarse,  depends  upon  its  conformitj 
to  the  Ux  loci  oontraohts.  And,  perhaps,  if  the  parties  are 
both  residents  of  the  same  state,  and  intend  to  contmne  so,  it 
is  hardly  reasonable  to  I9aj  that  a  marriage  in  transitu  or  in 
itinere^  in  another  state,  in  which  divorces  are  granted  for  minor 
causes,  is  an  agreement  that  the  marriage  shall  be  dissoluble  for 
those  causes.  Being  a  civil  contract,  it  may  be  said,  it  is  to  be 
performed  in  any  place  where  the  parties  shall  afterward  volun- 
tarily reside,  animo  manendi.  This  is  the  judicial  reasoning  in  a 
case  before  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  wherein 
it  was  held,  that,  where  the  parties,  having  a  domicile  in  the  state, 
were  married  there,  and  afterward  the  wife  obtained  a  divorce  a 
mensa  et  Hwro;  and  still  later,  the  husband  went  to  Michigan  and 
obtained  a  decree  a  vinculoy  on  a  charge  of  willful  desertion,  the 
wife  not  having  appeared,  nor  having  notice,  except  by  publication 
in  a  newspaper  in  the  latter  state ;  the  divorce  was  a  nullity ;  and 
the  husband,  having  married  again  in  the  former  state,  the  court 
granted  a  divorce  on  the  petition  of  the  wife,  for  adultery.  (  Viseher 
V.  Viseher,  12  JBarh,  JR.  640.)  However,  it  was  rather  conceded, 
that  a  divorce  granted  by  the  court  of  a  sister  state,  after  appear- 
ance, or  if  the  parties  are  domiciled  there,  after  personal  service, 
there  being  no  fraud  or  collusion,  would  be  conclusive  in  New 
York.  And  it  may  be  doubted,  in  case  of  an  appearance  and  lifi- 
gation  on  the  merits,  whether  proof  of  the  domicile  of  the  parties 
or  the  lex  loci  contractus,  or  the  locus  delicti,  should  affect  the 
decree  anywhere.  But  it  is  a  sound  principle  of  law,  as  well  as  of 
natural  justice,  that  no  person  should  be  bound  by  a  judgment 
without  an  opportunity  of  being  heard ;  and  there  is  no  good 
reason  why  this  rule  should  not  apply  in  cases  of  foreign  divorce. 
{Borden  v.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  R.  121.  Bradshau)  v.  Heath,  18  Wend. 
JR.  407.) 

§  702.  It  has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  that  the  legislature  of  a  foreign  state  has  no  power  to  dis- 
solve the  marriage  contract  when  the  wife  alone  is  resident  within 
the  state  and  subject  to  its  jurisdiction,  so  as  to  affect  rights  of 
property  in  another  state,  where  the  husband  is  actually  resident. 
Brown,  J.,  who  gave  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term, 
said :  "  The  contract  of  marriage  is  entire  and  indivisible,  confer- 
ring rights  and  imposing  obligations  upon  both  parties.  When  the 
couits  exercise  the  power  of  dissolving  the  contract  and  relieving 
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the  parties  from  its  obL'gations,  they  must  have  juriadiction  over 
both.  They  cannot,  at  the  suit  of  one,  entertain  proceedings 
against  the  other  for  a  dissolution  of  the  contract,  unless  they  have 
,  jurisdiction  of  such  other,  either  by  the  serving  of  process  or  by 
voluntary  appearance.  Such  an  act — and  there  have  been  such 
acts — ^has  been  denounced  as  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of 
justice.  What  cannot  be  done  by  the  judicial  power  of  a  state,  in 
this  respect,  is  equally  beyond  the  reach  of  the  legislative  power. 
If  they  may  give  effect  to  such  legislation  within  their  own  bor- 
ders, they  cannot,  certainly,  thereby  affect  the  rights  of  property 
of  either  party  who  are  not,  and  where  the  property  is  not,  subject 
to  their  jurisdiction.  Under  our  laws,  marriage  is  not  a  sacrament, 
but  a  civil  contract,  made  like  other  contracts,  with  the  consent  of 
the  parties,  and  upon  sufficient  consideration.  Assuming  that  the 
husband  is  a  citizen  of  one  state  and  the  wife  resident  within 
another,  can  a  state  legislature  destroy  or  impair  the  obligation  of 
the  marriage  contract  by  an  act  which  takes  the  form  of  a  law } 
Is  not  such  an  act  within  the  spirit,  if  not  the  very  letter  of  the 
constitutional  provision  which  forbids  a  state  to  pass  any  law 
which  impairs  the  obligation  of  contracts  ?  QuereP  {Todd  v. 
£err,  42  Barb.  li.  317,  318,  819.) 

Upon  the  effect  of  foreign  divorces,  the  courts  of  New  York 
•have  uniformly  held  the  same  doctrine  from  a  very  early  period. 
In  one  case  the  parties  were  married  in  the  state,  in  September, 
1800 ;  they  resided  in  the  state  and  lived  together  until  the  winter 
of  1802.  In  October,  1802,  the  wife  went  to  Vermont  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce ;  in  April,  1803,  she  returned 
to  the  State  of  New  York,  having  in  February  preceding  obtained 
a  divorce,  discharging  her  from  the  marriage  contract  and  award- 
ing her  alimony  against  her  husband.  The  ground  upon  which 
tlie  divorce  was  granted  was  ill  treatment  an<J  severity  of  temper ; 
for  which  causes  the  laws  of  Vermont  authorized  a  divorce  a  mn- 
oidoy  when  by  the  laws  of  New  York,  where  the  contract  was 
entered  into,  and  where  the  parties  resided,  no  such  divorce  could 
be  granted  except  for  adultery.  The  supreme  court  held  that  the 
divorce  in  Vermont  was  a  fraud  upon  the  laws  of  New  York, 
and  was  therefore  a  nullity.  {Jac&sofi  v.  Jaoksorij  1  Johns,  R. 
424.)  In  a  later  case,  a  similar  decision  was  made  where  the  hus- 
band obtained  a  divorce  in  Vermont,  while  his  wife  resided  in 
New  York,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  personal  notice  of  the  pro- 
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ceeding  in  the  Vermont  court  was  given  to  the  wife,  although  the 
hiw  of  Yermont  only  required  notice  in  the  newspapers;  the 
supreme  court  of  New  York  held  that  the  divorce  was  void  and 
not  available  for  any  purpose.    {Borden,  v.  FUch^  15  Johns.  IL 
140.    And  vide  Bradshaw  v.  JBeaihy  13  Wend.  R  407.    McGtf- 
fert  V.  MeGifertj  31  Barb.  B.  69.)    A  divorce  obtained  undker 
similar  circumstances  was  declared  null  and  void  in  Massachusetts 
The  court  said :   '^  If  we  were  to  give  effect  to  this  decree,  we 
should  permit  another  state  to  govern  our  citizens  in  direct  con- 
travention of  our  own  statutes,  and  this  can  be  required  by  no  role 
of  comity."    {Hanover  v.  Turner^  14  Maes.  B.  227,  23L)    And 
in  a  late  case  a  similar  doctrine  was  declared,  wherein  Shaw,  Ctu 
J.,  said :  ^'  Even  before  the  Revised  Statutes,  upon  general  princi- 
ples of  justice  and  policy,  such  a  decree  would  not  have  been  held 
valid,  but  void,  partly  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  proceeding  in 
fraud  of  our  law,  and  partly  because  the  court  of  the  foreign  state 
could  hm>e  no  juriediction  qf  the  eubjeot^maUer^  and  of  both  of  the 
partiea.^^    {Lyon  v.  Lyon^  2  Gray^e  R.  369.) 

§  703.  Upon  this  subject,  it  may  be  affirmed,  that  although  the 
cases  which  have  arisen  in  the  American  States  are  not  entirely 
uniform,  the  better  and  prevailing  doctrine  is,  that  where  the  hus- 
band and  wife  are  both  residents  of  the  same  state,  and  one  of  them 
leaves  the  other  and  goes  to  another  state,  and  in  a  suit  brought 
there  obtains  a  decree  of  divorce  against  the  other,  without  any 
service  of  process  upon,  or  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  or  appear- 
ance by  the  defendant,  such  decree  will  nowhere  be  rec(^ized  ss 
of  any  validity  outside  of  the  state  where  it  was  granted.    The 
court  granting  the  divorce  must  have  complete  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter,  and  of  both  the  parties,  or  the  decree  is  regarded 
as  wholly  inoperative  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  whatever  may  be  said 
of  it  within  that  jurisdiction.    This  rule  has  been  settled  bj 
express  adjudication  in  many  of  the  states,  and  is  just  as  binduig 
in  cases  of  divorce,  as  in  any  other  case.    '^  It  is  held  that  no  state 
or  natiqn  has  power  to  dissolve  the  marriage  contract  between 
citizens  of  any  other  state  or  nation,  not  resident  or  domidled 
within  its  limits,  for  no  nation  coidd  preserve  its  social  order, 
if  any  other  foreigo  state  could,  without  its  consent,  dissolve  or 
disturb  that  most  important  domestic  institution  of  marrilfge." 
{Maguire  v.  Maguire^  7  Dande  B.  181.    2  Kefate  Cam.  117, 118, 
note.     Tide  also  Dunn  v.  Dunn.  4  Paigie  Ch.  R.  425.    Zyw  t. 
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Zy<w,  2  Gray^B  E.  367.  Dorset/  v.  Darsey^  7  Wattes  R.  849.  jfft^K 
V.  JSuU,  2  /Ste-oJ.  -Ey.  B.  174.  /rJy  v.  Ft&(w,  1  Bev.  <&  BaU.  B. 
568.  Sarteau  v.  Harteau^  14  PicA.  ^.  181,  186.  Ydverton  v. 
Ydverton^  6  c/wr.  iT.  /SI  24.) 

§  704.  Much  more  might  be  said  respecting  the  validity  and 
effect  of  a  divorce  granted  in  one  State  where  one  or  both  of  the 
parties  are  domiciled  in  another ;  bat  it  is  not  considered  necessary 
to  pnrsue  the  subject  any  further  in  this  place.  Those  who  may 
desire  more  information  upon  tlie  subject,  or  upon  the  general  sub- 
ject of  marriage  and  divorce,  than  is  contained  in  these  chapters, 
are  referred  to  the  excellent  work  of  Mr.  Bishop  on  the  law  of 
marriage  and  divorce,  which  has  been  freely  and  profitably  con- 
sult^ in  the  preparation  of  these  chapters  upon  the  same  subject. 

And  now  this  treatise  on  the  law  of  infancy  and  coverture  may 
be  appropriately  concluded.  The  materials  are  abundant  for 
enlarging  the  volume,  but  they  would  not  add  essentially  to  its 
authority  or  value.  The  work  is  respectfiilly  submitted  to  the 
candor  of  the  profession,  in  the  hope  that  it  wiU  prove  both  con- 
venient and  useful. 

117 


ALPHABETICAL  INDEX. 


A. 

ABANDONMENT.     Vide  Dbsebtiok. 

ABSENCE,  ,j^. 

eflfbct  of  on  Bubsequent  marriage, .......•...•• 844,  845 

canaefor  divoicce,  when 887,  888 

ACCOUNT  STATED, 

infanis  not  bound  by 41,  48,  173 

of  infants  not  void,  bat  voidable  only, 48 

ACTION, 

infants  must  appear  in  by  goardian  arproehein  amit 71,  192-207 

in  fayor  of  infants,  when , 128»  153, 191-203 

on  indentures  of  apprenticeship,  defense  of  in£ucy  to, 153 

against  infants  for  necessaries,  when, 175 

on  recognizance  in  criminal  case,  when, 175 

for  rent,  when, 175,  176 

for  acts  required  by  law,  when, 176 

for  their  torts,  when, : 176-185 

inyolving  negligence  or  want  of  skill,  infancy  bars,  when,. . .  /  176,  177,  185 

against  infemts  as  bailee,  when, 178,  179 

for  official  acts,  when,. 179 

for  fraudulent  representations,  when, 179 

against  adults  for  negligence  of  infants,  when, 185 

difference  between  infants  and  adults,  in  respect  to, 192 

by  in&nt  executor,  how  proeecuted, 194 

infant  may  prosecute  in  forma  pauperis,  when, 198 

infimt  parties  to,  fiEiyored  by  courts,  when, 201-203,  206 

plea  of  infancy  in, 207 

by  husband  for  personal  property  of  wife,  when, 819,  364,  865 

not  against  wife  alone,  when, 832 

against  husband,  for  wife's  debts,  when, 382-349,  352 

for  wife's  necessaries,  when, 339-349,  352 

for  wife's  torts,  when, 359,  361 

in  &yor  of  husband  and  wife  jointly,  effect  of, 382-385,  388 

by  husband,  for  wife's  choses  in  action,  when 383-387 

for  debauching  his  wife,  when, 476-478 

by  wife,  for  destruction  of  her  own  property,  when, 498 

for  dower,  when, : 590^595,  597 
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ACTION— COHTINUBD.  TAta, 

for  dower,  proof  in, 612-615 

by  wife  for  debaaching  her  servEiit,  when, 661 

for  diTorce,  how  prosecnted, 895,  896 

defense  in, 901-911 

ADMEASUREMENT, 

of  dower,  how  made  and  rules  in  respect  to, 5BS-605 

on  what  principles  made, 609-613 

ADULTERY, 

of  wife,  does  not  ezcnse  husband  from  her  support,  when,  889,  840,  848,  849 

of  husband,  justifies  wife  in  leaving  him,  when,. d46,  847 

does  not  defeat  curtesy,  when, , 420 

maintenance,  when, 476 

diyoroefor,  bars  dower,  when, 576,  S80 

distinguished  from  fornication*  hoW| 886k  869 

cause  for  divoree,  when, 872-876,  839,  884 

definiUonof, 884,885 

ADVANCES, 

to  wife^  pftnding  divorce  suit,  when, 911,  912 

not  allowed  as  matter  of  course, 911,  918 

AFFINITY, 

an  impediment  to  marriage,  when, 887-841 

what  is, 839 

AGE, 

of  consent  to  marrisge,  what  is, 66^  185-188,  180 

want  of,  an  impediment  to  marriage,  when, 897 

AGENT, 

husband  may  be  wife's,  when,...  i 681M^.  645,  646,688,748 

ALABAMA, 

testamentary  guardians  in, 189 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, • 167 

actions  by  infants  in, .194 

general  guardians  of  infeuits  in, «... 255 

liability  of  husband  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in, 888 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 511.  788 

marital  rights  in, 786-788 

wife's  separate  estate  in, ' 786-7B8 

husband  controls  wife's  property  in,  when, 786-786 

wife's  property  in,  not  liable  for  husband's  debts,  when, 766 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  liable  for  necessaries,  when, 787,  788 

wife  in,  may  make  will,  when, 787 

wife's  property  in,  descends  to  husband,  when, 787 

wife  in,  may  act  as  feme-^ole,  when, ....787 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 788 

ALIENATION, 

dower,  deteted  by,  when,  584, 585. 588, 589, 561.    F%is  Bbai.  Estatb. 
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to  wife  after  divorce,  when, ••  •  • 914-817 

what  is, «••  914,  918,  919 

when  wife  is  the  offender,  when  allowed, 915,  916 

in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  when, 916 

'  amount  of,  role  in  respect  to, • •  917,  918 

not  allowed  for  life  of  wife,  when, 918 

xnajT  be  varied  subsequent  to  decree,  when, .1 918,  919 

cannot  be  agreed  upon  before  decree,  when, 919,  920 

reduction  of,  when  made, •  *  920,  921 

how  secured  to  the  wife, .  • 921 

ANTENUPTIAL  CONTRACT, 

the  lex  loci  eonhraetus  goyems,  when,. 452-454 

in  France,  rule  in  respect  to, « -. .  458,  454 

marriage,  a  good  consideration  of,  when, 454 

trustees  appointed  to  carry  into  efkct,  when, 454,  455 

female  infant  barred  hy,  when, 455,  460 

intended  husband  and  wife,  the  only  necessary  parties  to,  when 455 

wife  not  bound  by,  when,. 456 

necessary  to  protect  wife's  property,  when, ^ 456 

intention  of,  to  be  carried  out,  when,. • .  456,  458,  459 

must  be  recorded,  when, 456,  461 

adult  husband  of  infant  wife,  bound  by,  when, • 457 

property  secured  by,  liable  for  debts,  when, 457 

power  of  wife  under, '. 457 

rule  in  Shelley's  case  applied  to,  when, 457,  458 

construction  of, 457,  458,  464 

parol,  when  binding 461 

by  a  widow  about  to  marry,  when  valid, 461 

delivery  of,  when  presumed, , 462 

effect  of  as  to  third  persons, 462 

legacy  not  embraced  in,  when, 462 

will  be  corrected  in  equity,  when, 462,  463 

cannot  be  changed  after  marriage,  when, 463 

husband  barred  by,  when, .  .463-465 

spedfic  performance  of^  when  decreed, 404-466,  472 

void  as  to  creditors^  when, 465,  466,  487 

valid  as  to  creditors,  when, 465,  466,  483,  496 

does  not  bar  dower,  when, 557,  560,  669,  572 

no  lien  on  husband's  lands,  when, 566 

in  Texas,  effect  of, 794 

APPRENTICES, 

infants  bound  as  such,  when, 144-151 

origin  of  law  in  respect  to, 144,  145 

parents  may  bind  their  children,  when, ^ 144,  148 

public  officers  may  bind  minors,  when, 145,  146,  148 

statutes  of  the  several  states  in  respect  to, • 14&-156 

indentures  of  apprenticeship,  what  to  contain, 146,  149,  151,  152 

pubUQ  officers,  guardians  of«  wh^ 146 


984  ALPBABETICAL   INDSX, 

APPBENTICES— Continued.  fa«i. 

nfixaal  of  to  aerve,  liow  ponislied 147,  153 

iDdentures  of,  ivlien  to  be  discliarged, 147 

minors  coming  from  bejond  seas  may  be  boimd,  when, 143 

indentures  of,  may  be  asdgned,  when, ^^ . .  • .  148^  152,  154 

discharged  by  deatli  of  master,  when, 148 

term  of  service  of,  how  regulated, 151 

master  of,  may  cliastise,  when, 153 

defective  indentures  of,  effect  of, •....  153 

indentures  of,  how  executed  by  public  officers^ 153 

master  not  liable  for  support  of,  when, 154 

cannot  be  employed  in  menial  services,  when, 134 

master  entitled  to  earnings  of,  when, 154, 156 

surety  for,  when  liable, 155,  155 

persons  liable  for  harboring,  when, 151 

ARBITRATION, 

submisnon  to  by  infiudts,  when  voidable, SS 

ARKANSAS, 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  in&nts  in, 168 

marital  rights  in, ^ 7BS-794 

wife  in,  may  hold  property  clear  of  her  husband,  when, 793-794 

^personal  property  of  wife  in,  vests  in  husband,  when 793 

deeds  from  husband  to  wife  in,  when  valid,     793 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 783 

wife  in,  cannot  bind  her  husband,  when, V 794 

ARTICLES  OP  SEPARATION, 

not  effectual,  when, 829»  358,  467-^1 

bar  dower,  when, «^ 

whenvaUd,... 4«M71,  490 

ASSIGNMENT, 

of  husband  in  bankruptcy,  defeats  dower,  when, 557 

of  dower,  rules  in  respect  to, 687-005,  G09-613 

ATTORNEY, 

in£wts  cannot  appoint,  when, ...••••  46,  47,  58 

may  appoint,  when, , « 47,  51 

rule  that  infants  cannot  appoint,  criticised, 53 

AVOIDANCE, 

of  acts  of  infants,  by  whom, 67, 59-64 

by  infiftnt  during  minority,  when, 64,  65 

of  conveyances  of  real  property  by  infants,  when, 66-49,  72,  73, 

of  assignment  of  dower  by  infant,  when, ^ 

of  executory  contracts  of  infiants,  rule  in  respect  to, 67-69 

of  sale  of  chattels  by  infants,  when, 68,  69,  72,  74 

of  matters  of  record,  how  effected, 68,79 

in  pais,  how  effected, 68,  133 

of  contracts  for  service,  how  effected, 70,  73 

to  sell  land  by  in&nts,  howeflfocted, 73;  74 
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by  inilBuits,  oonaequence  of, 75,  80,  95 

of  oontiactB  of  marriage  bj  infants, •• 135-181 

.    of  marriage  settlements  bjr  infants^. 133,  134 

BAB, 

of  dower,  what  is, 653--581 

BASTARD, 

who  is, 125,  126,  232 

eigne,  who  is, 160 

evidence  in  respect  to, 233 

leg^timatised,  when, 233,  234 

peculiarities  and  rights  of, 235,  236 

guardians  for,  how  appointed, 234,  253,  259 

marriage  of,  who  to  consent  to, 275 

not  iavored  in  law,  when, 275 

.  custody  of,  rule  in  respect  to, 284,  285 

guardianship  of,  on  marriage  of  mother, 285 

BIQAMY, 

husband  guilty  of,  wife  may  have  dower,  when, 583 

BINDING  ACTS, 

of  infants,  what  are, 49,  121-158 

contracts  of  infants  for  necessaries  are,  when 57,  99-112,  117,  121 

official  acts  of  infants  are,  when, 121,  122 

acts  of  infant  executor  and  administrator  are,  when, 125 

consummated  contracts  of  marriage  of  infants  are,  when, 125 

acts  of  infants  which  the  law  requires  are,  when, ' 139,  141 

bonds  of  infant  putatiye  father  of  bastard  are,  when, 140 

infants'  assignments  are,  when, 140 

jicts  of  infiuits  of  necessity  are,  when, 140 

required  by  the  court  are,  when, 140 

not  excepted  by  statute  are,  when, 141,  142 

by  statute  authority  are,  when, '  142 

enlistments  of  infknts  in  the  army  and  navy  are,  when, 142,  148 

by  infi&nts  as  substitutes  are,  when, 143 

infknts'  indentures  of  apprenticeship  are,  when, 144-151 

apprenticeships  by  custom  of  London  are,  when, 144 

acts  of  infant  trustees  are,  when, 156 

infant's  liability  in  respect  to, 175 

BONDS, 

antenuptial,  when  valid, 465 

marriage  of  parties  to,  in  New  York,  effect  of, 650,  651 

of  married  women  in  New  York,  when  binding, 655,  656 

Vide  WtFK. 

BQRIAL  GROUNDS, 

no  dower  in,  when, 558 
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BUSINESS,  ,__ 

mairied  wqaoaen in Xew  York,  wm.j  canyon,  when,  ••» QM,  088-647 

FWdWnrs.     ♦ 


c. 

CALIFORNU 

Btatnte  of  limitationB  in  respect  to  infimts  in, 1S7 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 326 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antennptial  debts  in,  when, 388,  238 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conyeyed, 512 

cnrtesy  and  dower  in, SSS,  788,  760 

marital  rights  in, 758-765 

wife's  rights  of  property  in, » 7S8,  738 

husband's  control  over  wife's  property  in, 7S8,  738 

oommunity  property  in,  role  in  respect  to, 738-761 

feme^cowrt  in,  how  to  sue  and  be  sued, 788,  761-783 

wife  in,  may  carry  on  business,  when, 738 

may  dispose  of  property  and  make  will,  when, 758,  700 

community  property  in,  how  disposed  of  on  death  of  parties^ 760,  763 

lands  of  wife  in,  how  conveyed, 761-763 

husband  may  settle  property  on  his  wife  in,  when, 761 

wife's  mortgage  to  secure  husband's  debt  in,  when  ralid, 761 

antenuptial  contracts  in,  when  valid, 761,  708 

wife  in,  may  make  contracts,  when 763 

trustee  of  wife  in,  when  necessary, 762 

promissory  note  of  wife  in,  when  void, 763 

wife's  title  to  property  in,  how  held,<k 763-764 

claims  of  wife  to  property  in,  when  protected, 763-765 

wife  in,  may  be  9oUtrad&r,  when, ..« 763,  764 

separate  estate  of  wife  in,  how  charged, 794,  765 

CANON  LAW, 

in  respect  to  marriage  of  infants,  rule  of, 180, 131 

GAPAaTY, 

of  infants  to  hold  offices, ; 38,  121, 128 

to  act  as  executor  or  administntor, • 41, 123 

to  contract  for  necessaries, 67,  8im07 

to  deed  land 128 

to  act  by  attorney, 122 

to  hold  property, 122, 123 

to  prosecute  actions 128 

to  grant  copyholds,  ....*. 133 

to  present  to  a  church, • 12S 

to  contract  marriage,  rule  in  respect  to, 126-131 

to  do  homage, 131 

tomakewill, 40,  47.  13£ 

to  commit  crime, 13^ 

to  declare  uses, ,  • 133.  18> 

to  execute  marriage  settlements, 133-139 
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of  itt&ntB'to  DAine  gnaidian,.  .*......•«.. r 188 

to  make  contracts  the  law  requires,. . .  t 1S9 

to  bind  themselves  as  apprentices, 144-151 . 

FfcfoWiFE. 

CHARGES, 

dowerefls  to  pay  off,  when, dd8-685 

on  wife's  separate  estate,  how  made,  and  when  valid,. . . .  653,  654,  658,  650 
enforced  in  equity,  when, 658 

CHATTELS  REAL, 

huisband's  estate  in, 867--371 

what  are, 868,  369 

retained  by  wife,  when, ; 868-870 

of  wife,  liable  to  husband's  debts,  when, 870 

Vide  MiJUTAL  Rights. 

CHILDREN, 

are  illegitimate,  when, 125,  186,  282 

are  legitimate,  when, • 288,  284 

evidence  of  legitilnacy  of, 284 

illegitimate,  rights  of, 235 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION, 

of  wife,  belong  to  husband,  when, 878-889 

husband's  title  to,  conditional,  when 874 

possession  of,  wife's,  when,  and  tice  verm, 877 

of  wif^,  how  reduced  to  possession  by  husband, 878-890 

survivorship  of  wife  in  respect  to, 875*882 

wife  entitled  to  provision  out  of,  when, 889 

CIVIL  CONDITION, 

an  impediment  to  marriage,  when, 842,  84SI 

CIVIL  DEATH, 

what  constitutes,  and  effect  of, 885 

aVTL  LAW, 

in  respect  to  infancy,  rule  of, 88 

ta  testament  of  chattels,  rule  of, 40 

to  marriage  of  infants,  rule  of, 181 

rule  of,  in  respect  to  infants  in  ventre  aa  mere, 229 

to  marriage  of  widows, 235 

to  guardians  of  infants, 287 

COHABITATION, 

evidence  of  husband's  assent  to  wife's  contracts,  when, 840,  842,  844 

846,  855,  856 

evidence  of  marriage,  when « « 859,  866 

presumed  to  be  innocent,  when,. .  .* 866 

evidence  of  condonation  in  divorce  cases,  when, 903,  904 

COLORED  PERSONS, 

may  intermarry  with  white  persons,  when, 525 

may  have  dower,  when, 525,  526 

not  allowed  to  intermarry  with  white  i)ersons,  when, 841,  842 

118 
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CX>lfMnNITY,  Pi 

piopertj,  what  is,  and  rales  n^ectliig  it, 790-798,  79i-8Q8 

CONDONATION, 

ban  a  divorce,  when, 903-905 

definition  of, 90S 

evidence  of,  rolea  in  respect  to, 903-805 

OONFIRMATION, 

by  infant^  what  is, 50 

of  voidable  acts  of  infants,  how  effected, 80-99,  104 

rule  in  respect  to,  criticised, 96,  99 

CONNECTICUT, 

infants  cannot  serve  process  in,  when, 87 

testament  of  chattels  by  infiints  in,  rule  in  req>eet  to, 40 

apprentices  in,  roles  in  respect  to, 149 

minor  children  in,  how  employed  in  factories, 150 

statute  of  limitations,  rule  in  respect  to  in&nts  in, 165 

general  guardians  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 253 

husband  not  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 338 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  efiect  of, 508 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed 508,  509 

dower  barred  by*  Jointure  in,  when, 565 

marital  rights  in 710-719 

wife  in,  may  hold  property,  do  business,  and  liave  her  earnings  in, 
when, 710-713 

CONNIVANCE, 

bars  a  divorce,  when, 901-9QS 

what  is 909 

CONSANGUINITY, 

an  impediment  to  marriage,  when,. 837-841 

what  is, 839 

CONTRACTS,  ' 

of  infimts,  when  void, 42,  48,  45,  46,  48, 136, 130 

voidable  only,  when, 43,  44,  46,  51,  52,  55,  56,  126,  130 

who  may  avoid, 59-64 

when  to  be  avoided, '64-60 

how  disaffirmed, 70-75 

effect  of  disaffirmance  of, 75-80,  95 

of  infants,  how  confirmed, 80,  99,  104,  130 

confirmation  of  to  be  in  writing,  when, 96 

of  infemts  for  necessaries,  when  valid, 99-106,  116 

of  marriage  by  infants,  when  valid, 55,  56,  125-131 

settlements  by  infants,  when  valid, 133,  138 

of  inflemts  which  the  law  requires,  when  binding, 139 

of  apprenticeship  by  infants,  when  binding, 144-151 

in&nts  may  sue  on,  when, 191,  199 

between  husband  and  wife,  when  valid, 312, 829,  330 

of  wife,  husband  liable  on,  when, 889*  840,  346,  348 
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to  huBband  and  wife,  husband  may  sue  on,  when, 883 

of  wife  in  New  York,  when  binding, 652,  656,  656,  660 

of  marriage,  when  valid.     Vide  Mabbiaqb. 
of  wife,  when  binding.     VtdeWiFK, 

COSTS. 

against  infants,  when  allowed, 205,  208^10 

when  proehein  ami,  liable  for, 207 

on  sale  of  infant's  land,  when  allowed, 807,  810 

in  actions  for  dower,  role  in  respect  to, 591 

in  proceedings  in  equity  for  dower,  when  allowed, 627,  628 

Vide  Adyakcbsw 

CX)VERTURE, 

meaning .  and  origin  of, '• 812 

disabilities  of,  and  reason  therefor,. 813 

CRIME, 

infant  responsible  for,  when, • 182 

conviction  of,  cause  for  divorce,  when, L * 885 

Vide  Wife. 

CRUELTY, 

cause  for  divorce,  when, 885,  887 

legal  definition  of, , 886 

CURTESY, 

tenancy  by,  requisites  for, 281 

husband  entitled  to,  when, . . .  .• 398,  421 

derivation  and  origin  of, 898,  899 

husband's  estate  by,  nature  of, 898,  400 

marriage,  seisin,  issue  and  death  of  wife,  requisite  to, 399 

must  be  legal,  and  seisin  actual, 899 

issue  must  be  bom  alive  and  of  the  human  species, ^  899,  412 

in  Ufe  of  mother, ; 899,  400,  412,  413 

such  as  may  inherit, 400 

whether  in  conditional  or  contingent  estate,  discussed, 401-412 

seisin  of  wife,  a  requisite  for, 418-415 

does  not  attach  to  a  mere  remainder  or  reversion, 415 

.     had  in  proceeds  of  wife's  land,  when, 415,  416 

.  in  equitable  estate,  when, 416,  417 

defeated,  how, 417,  420,  421 

privileges  of  husband  by, ' 417,  418 

liabmty  of  husband  by, 418 

when  consummate, ^. . .  418 

interest  by,  may  be  taken  on  execution,  when, 418,  419 

passes  to  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  when, 419 

tenant  by,  must  be  able  to  hold  real  estate, 419,  420 

abolished  by  statute,  when, 421,  522 

Vide  Statutes. 

CUSTODY  OF  INFANTS, 

right  of  the  father  to,  when, 273-287 

of  the  mother  to,  when, 274-287 
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power  of  the  ooarts  in  respect  to, 275,  278,  280-282,  287 

infant  nuty  elect  in  respect  to,  when, 281,  282,  286 

wel&re  of  child  governs,  when, 281-285 

may  be  transferred  by  father,  when,. 283,  284 

of  illegitimates,  rule  in  respect  to, 284-281 

right  of  guardians  to,  when, 286,  287 

order  in  respect  to,  how  enforced, 288 

in  dower  right  of  wife  to, 751 

D. 

DAMAGES, 

on  recorery  of  dower,  when  allowed,. . » 606 

in  dower,  how  estimated, « 006-609 

Vide  JUDGMBITTS. 

DEAF  MUTES. 

may  many,  when, • 836 

DECREE.    Vute  Judgmehts. 

DEED, 

of  married  woman,  when  valid  and  when  not, ...,  315,  4D7,  498 

between  husband  and  wife,  when  void, 329,  830,  467-481,  638,  639 

to  husband  and  wife,  effect  of, 495,  498.  499 

of  wife's  real  estate,  how  executed, 505-^14,  &57 

of  husband  and  wife,  bars  dower  when, • 554-560 

Vide  Marital  Riohts. 

DELAWARE, 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  in&nts  in, 166 

marital  rights  in, 730,731 

common  law  governs  in,  when, ....'. 790 

antenuptial  will  of  husband  in,  effect  of, 730 

husband's  property  in,  taken  for  wife's  support,  when, 730 

wife  in,  cannot  make  will  or  appoint  an  attorney, 730 

wife's  property  in,  husband's  title  to, 731 

wife's  covenant  in,  not  binding,  when, 731 

wife  in,  cannot  transact  business,  when 731 

wife's  land,  how  conveyed, 731 

DESERTION, 

cause  for  divorce,  when, 872,  873,  870,  887-891 

definition  of,  and  what  is, 888-890 

laws  of  the  several  states  in  respect  to^ 888-890 

separationof  parties,  not,  when, 890, 891 

DEVISE, 

ban  dower,  when, 565-569,  572 

jointure,  when, \ 571 

DIBABnJTT, 

of  infants,  rule  in  respect  to, 37 

Fieb  bnPANTS. 
of  iiQBband  and  wife,  rule  in  respect  to, 311-881,423 
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of  married  women,  ...,..,...• ^. ^7,  688 

Vide  Wipe. 

DISAFFIRMANCE, 

of  infant's  acts,  what  is, 70-74 

consequence  of, 79-80 

DISCRETION  OF  CX)URT. 

may  be  exercised  in  respect'to  divorce^  when 882,  888,  803,  804 

to  alimony,  when, 916,  917 

DIVORCE, 

terminates  husband's  control  of  wife's  lands,  when, 807 

wife  acquires  power  over  her  own  lands  by,  when, 897 

defeats  curtesy,  when 421,  922,  924 

a  vinculo  matrimonii,  how  obtained, 468 

wife  may  do  business  as  feme-sole  after, • 487-489 

bars  dower,  when, 676,  922,  924 

-entitles  wife  to  dower,  when, « 588,  684 

definition  of, 807 

the  policy  of,  opinions  in  respect  to, 868,  871,  880,  881 

amon^  the  ancient  Jews,  when  allowed J|68,  869 

Christ's  view  of, 868,  869 

among  the  ancient  Greeks,  when  allowed, • ; 869,  870 

Romans,  when  allowed, 870,  871 

in  France,  wheni^owed, 871,  872 

in  Prussia,  when  allowed, 872,  873 

in  England,  when  allowed, 878-679 

inNewYork,  history  of,...- 879-877 

in  South  Carolina,  none  allowed, 877,  878 

in  New  Hampshire,  history  of  and  when  granted* 878,  879 

in  North  Carolina,  history  of  and  when  granted, 879,  880 

different  kinds  of,  absolute  and  limited, 882 

discretion  of  the  court  in  respect  to,  how  exercised, 882,  883 

limited,  obj  ections  to, 888,  895 

legi8lative,«when  and.  for  what  causes  granted, 888,  884 

absolute, causes  for, •.... 884-894 

adultery  a  cause  for,  when, * 884,  889 

imprisonment,  cause  for,  when, 889 

cruelty,  cause  for,  when, 889->887 

desertion,  cause  for,  when • 887-891 

willful  neglect,  cause  for,  when, 891 

habitual  drunkenness,  cause  for,  when, 891,  892 

personal  indignities,  cause  for,  when, 892,  893 

in  discretion  of  the  court,  when, 898,  894 

jurisdiction  of  courts  in  case  ot  how  obtained, 894 

conditional,  effect  of  and  when  granted, 894,899 

action  for,  how  prosecuted, '  889-^1 

defense  to, 901,  911 

advances  to  wife  pending  suit  for,  when  allowed 911,  912 

decree  in  action  for,  its  effect, 918,  914,  921-929 
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008t8  in  action  for,  to  wife,  when  allowed, «,« 9U 

alimony  after  decree  of,  when  allowed, 1^4-^1 

a  fneuBa  et  tharo,  eflbct  of, ,« ^    VSZy  934 

decree  of,  oondoaiTe,  when, 925-8S9 

foreign,  eflfoct  of, 986-829 

DOMICILE, 

law  of  in  respect  to  in&ncj, 35,  130,  211 

in  respect  to  promissory  note  of  infiint,  law  of, 811 

of  husband,  that  of  the  wife,  when, ; 743 

matrimonial,  governs,  when, 789.  790 

DOWBR, 

assignment  o    oy  infant,  when  allowed  to  be  conecteQ, 67 

on  sale  of  infant's  land,  how  adjusted, 304 

wife  cannot  release.to  husband,  when, 330 

wh'-^her  in  conditional  or  contingent  estates,  discussed, 408-41O»  575 

barred  by  post-nuptial  agreement,  when, 470 

what  it  is  and  how  defined, 615,  516 

inchoate,  when, 515 

origin  of, . ' 515-517 

in  the  middle  ages,  what, 1 ...  516 

reason  and  object  of,..   • • • 518,  519 

is  a  legal  and  moral  right,  when, • 518 

different  kinds  of, 519,  520 

at  common  law,  requisites  for, 590,  581 

an  alien  widow  excluded  from,  when, • 521-«^ 

abolished  in  Indiana,  Texas  and  CSBlifornia^ 538 

color  in  respect  to,  effect  of, 535,  526 

widow  of  attainted  person,  entitled  to,  when, 536 

seisin  of  husband,  requisite  for,  when, 526-588,  545 

none  in  equitable  estate,  when, 537,  549-^S51 

death  of  husband,  a  prerequisite  for,  when, 528,  581-583 

may  be  recovered  oonditioually,  when, 5S8 

birth  of  issue,  not  requisite  for,  when, f 589,  530 

out  of  what  property  allowed, 53(M53 

defeated  by  alienation  of  husband,  when, 584,  535,  561 

in  case  of  partition,  how  allotted, 539 

in  lands  held  in  common,  rule  in  respect  to, 539^1,  548 

in  mortgaged  lands,  when  allowed, 641-543 

in  lands  subject  to  a  lien,  when, 543 

where  legal  and  equitable  titles  meet,  when, 543-546,  549 

not  in  remainders  and  reversions,  when, 544,  546 

in  rents,  when  allowed, 547 

in  lands  held  in  joint  tenancy,  when, 547,  548 

in  trust  estates,  when  allowed, 548,  553 

in  insurance  money,  when, 550 

in  land  contracts  and  railroad  stock,  when, 549,  SSO 

in  stock  of  land  company,  when, 551 

upon  dower  when, ...., 551 
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not  in  lands  appropriated  to  public  use,  when, 651-^53 

how  barred  or  defeated, • 55^^81 

taken  Bubject  to  all  equities,  when, 576,  576 

in  husband's  lands  on  divorce,  when, 577 

assignment  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 581-005,  009-613 

is  consummate,  when, 581-584,  615 

nature  of  estate  of,  before  assignment  of, 584,  585 

assignment  of,  bjr  whom  made, 587,  588,  507 

may  be  assigned  bj  parol,  when, 588,  580 

after  assignment,  nature  of  estate  of, 580,  615-617 

reooyered  by  writ  ut^  nihU  habet,  when, 580,  500,  606 

assignment  of,  by  commissioners,  when 500-604 

ejectment  for,  when  proper, 500-503 

admeasurement  of,  when  conclusive, 608,  604,  618 

damages  on  recovery  of,  when  proper,. .'. 606-600,  626,  627 

actionfor,  proof  in,.. 611^415 

taken  subject  to  incumbrances,  when, » 616,  617 

proceedings  in  equity  to  recover, 618-628 

*    assignment  of,  in  equity,  when, 618,  610,  625 

costs  in  equity  to  recover,  when  allowed, 637,  628 

tenant  in,  rights  and  liabilities  of, 682-685 

in  New  Hampshire,  rule  in  respect  to, 688,  684 

Fia^WiTB. 

POWERESS, 

her  estate,  nature  of, 584  585  615-617 

her  seimn,  that  of  her  husband,  when, 616 

takes  the  estate  subject  to  incumbrances,  when, 616,  617 

favorite  of  the  law,  when, 620 

privileges  in  her  estate,  rule  in  respect  to, » . . .  628 

her  right  to  emblements,  when, 631,  683 

liability  of  in  respect  to  the  estate, 633-635 

DRUNKENNESS, 

avcdds  marriage  contract,  when, 820,  880 

no  excuse  for  crime,  when, 820,  830 

cause  for  divorce,  when, 872,  873,  887,  801,  803 

habitual,  what  constitutes, 893 

DURESS, 

avoids  nuuniage  contract,  when, *  846-840 

E. 

EMBLEMENTS, 

on  wife's  land  at  husband's  death,  how  disposed  of, 807 

belong  to  tenant  on  lease  lands,  when, 808 

on  dower  lands,  widow's  right  to, 681-688 

after  divorce,  who  entitled  to, • ;.  033 

ENGLAND, 

termination  of  infancy  in, 84 

confirmation  of  intants'  promises,  in,  to  be  in  writing,  when, •  •    06 
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manias  of  i&fiuito  in,  role  in  sMpect  to, 128,  129 

homage  \sj  in&nti  in, 131 

fines  and  leooveries  by  infants  in, 183 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infknts  in, 163,  164 

action  by  infants  in,  how  prosecuted, « 197,  196 

children  in  tentrs  sa  fnere  in,  rights  of, 296,  227 

who  are  considered  bastards  in 233 

custody  of  infiuits  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 276-^^ 

mamtanajvift  of  in&nts  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 269 

dower  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 521,  SB2,  528 

diyoroe  in,  rules  in  respect  to, > 878-875,  883 

decree  of  divoroe  in,  nifi,  when, 018 

ENLISTMENTS, 

of  infants  in  army  and  navy,  when  binding, 143,  143 

in  volunteer  company,  when  binding, ••  143 

EQUITT, 

dower  in,  proceedings  to  recover, 618-698 

courts  ol^  have  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  dower,  when, 618,  696,  696.  891 

dower,  how  assigned  in, 618,  619,  625 

&vored  in,  when, 696 

whether  plea  of  purchase  without  notice,  Available  in, 691-628 

dower  can  only  be  recovered  in,  when, 623,  694 

mesne  profits  and  damages  in  dower,  when  recovered  in, 626,  697 

costs  in  dower  cases,  when  recovered  in, 697,  628 

ESTOPPEL, 

not  applicable  to  infants,  when, 96 

difibrent  rule,  when, 96^  97 

applicable  to  in&nts  on  coming  of  age,  when, 96-88 

in  cases  of  dower,  when  applicable, 613 

not  applicable  to  feme-covert,  when, 709,  726,  727,  781,  733,  754 

applies  to  feme-coveirt  in  Oregon,  when,. • 738 

EVIDENCE, 

in  case  of  necessaries,  burden  of, 118-190 

of  infkncy,  burden  of, ....:.: 119,  211-414 

against  infants,  xtile  in  respect  to, 18S 

of  birth  of  children  alive,  what, 931 

of  legitimacy  of  children,  what 288 

in  case  of  dower,  of  death  of  husband,  what,. 528,  589 

parol,  to  explain  will,  rule  in  respect  to, 589 

in  cases  of  dower,  rule  in  respect  to, 619-615 

of  marriage,  %hat  is, 865,  866 

EXCHANGE, 

of  lands  by  infants,  when  voidable, • • ^ 

EXECUTOR, 

infant,  the  rule  in  respect  to,. , 41,  198,  194 

in&nt,  how  to  sue, IH  195 
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F. 
FEME-COVERT.     Vide  Wifb. 

FEME-SOLE,  paob. 

wife  inay  act  as,  when, 421.  432,  484-486 

Fida  Wife. 

FLORIDA, 

will  of  in&nts  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 40 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infants  in, 167 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts,  when, 888 

marital  rights  in, 785,  786 

wife's  property  in,  held  as  her  separate  estate,  when, 785,  786 

husband  controls  wife's  property  in,  when, « 785,  786 

wife's  property  in,  how  sold, ,  786 

wife  in,  may  make  will,  when, • 786 

descent  of  wife's  property  in,  rule  in  respect  to,. 786 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  liable  for  debt,  when, • 786 

FORNICATION, 

what  is,  and  how  it  affects  the  marriage  relation, 868,  869 

means  adultery,  when, , 869 

FRANCE, 

illegitimate  children  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 288 

antenuptial  contracts  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 453,  454 

divorce  in,  when  allowed, 871,  872 

FRAUD, 

vitiates  transactions,  when, ^ 548 

avoids  contract  of  marriage,  when, 842-859 

G. 

GEORGIA, 

statnteof  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 167,  170 

husband's  liability  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 838,  784 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, -. 511 

marital  rights  in, 784,  785 

wife's  property  not  liable*  for  husband's  debts  in,  when, 784,  785 

wife  may  control  her  own  labor  in,  when 784 

wife's  property  in,  vests  in  husband,  when, 785 

husband  may  g^ve  property  to  wife  in,  when, 785 

wife's  obligations  in  respect  to  her  separate  estate  in, 785 

wife  in,  may  yiQfreedeaUr,  when, 785 

GERMANY, 

illegitimate  children  in^  rule  in  respect  to, • 233 

GESTATION, 

period  of,  how  calculated, 234 

evidence  of, 284,  236 

GIFTS, 

from  husband  to  wife,  when  valid, • \ 490-495 

GREEKS, 

divorce  among,  when  allowed, 869,  870 

119 
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aUABDIAN,  n 

cannot  ayoid  act  of  infant,  when, 62 

infant  may  nominate,  when 138 

U9tamentaTy,whoiE,%iA  how  appointed, 199.  24^,  252,  254 

statute  of  limitations  not  applicable  to,  when, 171,  173 

in&nts  not  prejudiced  by  misrepresentations  and  omissions  of,  when, . . .  172 

court  of  chancery  is,  when, 173 

ad  lUem  for  infants,  when  necessary  and  how  appointed,.  .192,  193,  195-197, 

208-207,  271.  272 

how  differs  from  prcchein  ami, 195 

ad  litem,  may  be  remored,  when, 201 

in  suits  against  infants,  duties  of, 204.  207 

ad  UUm,  may  employ  an  attorney,  when, 205 

/<^r  6a«tord#,  how  appointed, 235.  253.  259 

different  kinds  of,  for  infants,  by  the  common  law  and  by  statute,.  ,i.,.  237 

at  common  law,  rules  in  respect  to, 237-247 

in,  chivalry,  origin  of  and  powers  and  duties  of, 237.  238 

how  perfected  and  when  terminated, .^. .  238,  239 

in  Bocage,  who  may  be  and  how  appointed, 239-241 

rules  in  respect  to, 239-242 

hy  nature,  powers  and  duties  of. 241-245 

by  nuHure,  who  is,  and  powers  and  duties  of. 245-247 

by  statute,  powers  and  duties  of,  and  rules  in  respect  to, 247.  248 

teatamentary,  powers  and  duties  of,  and  rules  in  respect  to,  . . .  249-253,  264, 

268,274 

general,  appointment  of,  and  powers  and  duties  of. 258-268 

accounts  of.  what  to  contain,  and  may  be  investigated,  when, 268-270 

services  of,  how  paid,* ; 271 

speciat,  how  appointed  and  duties  of, 273 

entitled  to  custody  of  ward,  when, 286.  287 

maintenance  of  ward  by,  rules  in  respect  to,. 291-395 

may  sell  infant's  real  estate,  when, 296-298.  303-308 

ipedat,  to  sell  infant's  lands,  rules  in  respect  to, 302-3Q8 

H. 

HABEAS  CORPUS, 

to  obtain  custody  of  infants,  when  proper, 274 

power  of  courts  on, 273,  287 

in  favor  of  mother  of  infant,  when, 278,  279,  281-386 

guardian  may  have,  when, 886 

what  triable  on,  and  when  principle  of  re*  acfjudicata  applicable  to». . . .  287 

HOLLAND, 

,  illegitimate  duldxen  in, 288 

HOMESTEAD, 

in  New  Hampshire,  law  in  respect  to, 683.  684 

in  Vermont,  law  in  respect  to, 686,  691.  639 

in  Minnesota,  law  in  respect  to, ^ . .  750,  751 

lu  Texas,  law  in  respect  to, . .  * 796^  797 
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HUSBAND,  rAos. 

cannot  contract  with  his  wife,  when 812,  829 

his  relations  to  his  wife, 814,  880 

holds  hlB  wife's  personal  property  and  earnings,  when, 319,  861,  865, 

895,  497 

disabilities  of, 820-825 

may  be  witness  for  and  against  wife  by  statute,  when, 825-828 

liable  for  his  wife's  debts,  when, 882,  855,  497 

principle  on  which  is  liable  for  wife's  debt, 882,  888,  801 

may  administer  on  wife's  estate,  when, ^ 836,  865,  871 

liable  for  wife's  devastavit,  when, 885,  886 

discharged  from  wife's  liabilities,  when, i* 886,  837 

liable  for  wife's  necessaries,  when, 889-349,  852-356 

liable  for  wife's  crimes  and  torts,  when 859 

principle  on  which  liable  for  wife's  torts  and  debts, 861 

must  reduce  wife's  property  to  posseselon,  when, 862,  864 

entitled  to  avails  of  wife's  realty,  when 864,  394,  450 

evidence  of  title  to  wife's  personal  property, 868,  364, 448 

survives  to  wife's  personal  property,  when, 866,  867,  869-371 

his  estate  in  chattels  real  of  wife, 867-^71 

may  devise  wife's  term,  when, » . . . .  872 

does  not  take  wife's  personalty,  when, 873 

his  title  to  wife's  choses  in  action,  and  how  acquired, 878-898 

cannot  assign  wife's  contingent  interest  in  choses  in  action,  when, . .  880,  881 

may  sue  without  joining  wife,  when, 883-887 

not  entitled  to  wife's  interest,  when, 891 

his  interest  in  his  wife's  land 893-421 

may  conveyor  mortgage  wife's  land,  when, 394-897 

has  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  when, 898-421 

his  power  over  his  wife's  paraphernalia, 423,  424 

his  marital  rights  in  trust  property, 430 

trustee  for  his  wife,  when, 431,433,441,455 

must  perform  antenuptial  agreement,  when, 442-466 

may  be  wife's  debtor,  when, 448,  449, 494 

must  discharge  mortgage  to  his  wife,  when, 450 

his  post-nuptial  contracts,  when  binding,  and  rules  in  respect  to,. . .  467-482 

renounces  his  right  to  wife's  person,  when, 476-478 

may  permit  his  wife  to  do  business,  when, • 483,  495,  496 

loses  his  right  to  his  wife's  earnings,  when, 484-486 

gifts  from,  to  wife,  when  good, 490-495 

entitled  to  securities  g^ven  to  wife,  when, 496 

joint  grants  to  him  and  wife,  effect  of, 498-^K)4 

must  join  in  wife's  conveyance,  when, 604-514 

wife's  doWer  right  in  his  land,  rules  in  respect  to, 515-535 

may  be  agent  for  his  wife,  when, 639-642 

marital  right  of,  in  New  York, 635-678 

may  not  open  wife's  correspondence,  when, . .  779 

Vide  Mabital  RiaHTB. 
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their  rights  to  the  custody  of  their  children,  rules  in  respect  to 273-378 

mutual  disabilities  of, 325-381,  490 

cannot  remove  disabilities  of,  when, ^9 

deed  of  separation  bj,  not  effectual,  when, 829,  353,  487-481 

oorenants  of^  to  trustees,  when  valid, 330,  331 

gifts  between,  rule  in  respect  to, 330,  4IK),  485 

actions  against  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts, 333-337 

must  be  joined  in  actions,  when, d33-387,'8S9 

maj  be  jointly  indicted,  when, 360,  861 

contracts  to  jointly,  effect  of, ', 384 

one  person  in  law,  when, 3S9,  4S^ 

lease  of  wife's  lands  by,  effect  of, 396 

transactions  between,  when  binding, 447,  448,  451,  480-^15 

mortgage' to  jointly,  how  discharged, 450 

antenuptial  agreements  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 452-466 

post-nuptial  contracts  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 467-482 

articles  of  separation  between,  when  valid, 468-471,  490 

grants  to  jointly,  effect  of, 486-504 

not  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  when 489,  500 

must  join  in  conveyance  of  wife's  land,  when, 604-514 

Vid»  MASTTiOi  Rights. 
may  be  witnesses  for  and  against  each  other  after  divorce  when, 923 

I. 

ILUNOIS, 

infancy  of  females  in 84 

wills  of  infants  in,  when  valid 40 

infants  in,  may  act  as  executors,  when, , 124 

age  of  consent  to  marry  in,  what  is, 127 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  in&nts  in, 168 

dower  in,  barred  by  jointure,  when, , . . ,  565,  566 

marital  rights  in, 741-744 

wifein,  may  act  as  femMoU^  when, 741-743 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 748 

IMPEDIMEJn', 

to  marriage,  what  is 827-645 

impotence  is,  when, 827-836 

consanguinity  is,  when, ■. 837-841 

affinity  is.  when. 837-841 

race  or  color  is,  when 841,  812 

dvU  condition  is,  when, 843.  843 

,  prior  marriage  is,  when ^ 843-845 

canonical  and  civil,  effects  of, 86S,  863 

IMPOTENCE, 

what  is,. 832-834 

an  impediment  to  marriage,  when, 832-836 

discussions  in  respect  to, ••...• % •  883h)35 
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how  proved, 886 

cause  for  divoroe,  when, 872,  878,  877,  879 

IMPRISONMENT, 

cause  for  divorce,  when, 885 

INDIANA, 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in,  what  is, 127 

.    testamentary  guardians  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 138 

statute  of  limitations  in,  rule  in  respect  to  infants, 168 

suits  hj  infants  in,  role  in  respect  to, 198 

bastards  in,  how  legitimatised, .' 244 

custody  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to '. 281 

testimonj  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 828 

husband's  liability  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in, 888 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed 512,  788,  789 

curtesy  and  dower  abolished  in, 522,  741 

rights  of  widow  in 522,  523 

marital  rights  in 737-741 

wife  retains  her  own  personal  property  in,  when, 787,  738 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 738,  789 

actions  by  wife,  how  prosecuted  in, 789,  740 

wife  in,  may  do  business,  wlien, 740 

make  will,  when, 741 

INDIANS, 

their  rights  to  property  and  dower,  rules  in  respect  to, 525,  526 

marriage  among,  what  is, *. 826 

INFANCY, 

terminates,  when, 88-35 

when  pleaded,  burden  of  proof,  and  how  tried, 65,  119,  210-212 

fact  of,  how  proved, 212-214 

INFANT, 

who  is,  and  who  is  not, 88,  86,  87 

is  emancipated,  when, 88-84 

male  and  female,  difference  between, 84 

law  of  domicile  in  respect  to, 85 

Ux  loci  and  lex  fori  in  respect  to,  86 

disabilities  of, 37-41,  46, '47 

liability  of, 88,  99-112,  117,  121,  189,  174-186 

may  be  witness,  when, 80 

may  make  will,  when, . . , ,40,  47 

what  acts  of  are  void, 41,  48,  47,  48 

void  and  voidable  acts  of,  how  determined, 42-46,  48,  50 

may  plead  infancy,  when, 45,  69-64,  68 

voidable  acts  of,  what  are, 49-58 

how  confirmed, 50,  51,  80-99,  125,  126,  184 

Judgments  against,  when  valid, 52,  172 

may  be  avoided,  when,.. 65,  66,  178,  174,  215,  223 

voidable  acts  of,  when  to  be  avoided,..' 64-69,  126,  184,  185 
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▼oidAble  acts  of,  how  diBaffinned, 70-73 

efS&cX  of  diwaffirmance  of, 75-80^  95 

oonfinnation  of  voidable  acts  of,  to  be  in  writing,  when, 96 

contracts  of  for  necessaries,  rule  in  respect  to,. 99-112,  117,  121 

may  hold  what  offices, 121,  123,  175 

property,  when, 122 

may  act  as  attorney,  when 123 

may  be  executor  or  administrator,  when, 123^  124 

may  present  to  a  church,  when,  ... 123 

may  contract  marfia^^e,  when, 125-131 

may  do  homage,  when, 131 

capable  of  committing  crime,  when, 132,  186-191 

may  declare  uses,  when 182,  133 

may  execute  marriage  settlements,  when, 133,  134,  138,  460 

may  nominate  guardian,  when, 138 

contracts  by,  when  binding, 139-141 

may  execute  a  power  and  convey  land,  when, 141 

may  enlist  into  the  army  and  navy,  when, 143 

may  become  an  apprentice,  when  and  how, 144-151 

may  sue  for  services,  when, ,..• 153 

may  be  trustee,  when, 156-1% 

barred  by  conditions  in  conveyance,  when,  .' 158,  159,  173 

laches  not  imputed  to,  when, • 159-173 

not  barred  by  statute  of  limitations,  when, 160-172 

action  agunst  must  be  established  by  proof,  when, 172,  173 

not  barred  by  recitals  in  deed,  when, 173 

admissions  of  are  evidence  agidnst,  when, 173-185,  213 

liable  for  what  acts. 174-191 

cannot  be  discharged  on  execution,  when, ' 185 

age  of  discretion  of,  rule  in  respect  to, 186,  188,  190 

appearance  of  in  criminal  cases,  rules  in  respect  to, 191 

proof  in  criminal  cases,  when  infancy  set  up, 191 

may  bring  actions,  when  and  in  what  cases, 191-203 

how  to  bring  and  defend  actions  by  and  against, .'  192-207 

cannot  be  oognizor  in  a  fine,  when, 210 

baptism  of,  how  proved,. 213,  214 

parol  demurrer  by,  when  allowed, 214-223 

tn  Mn^re  M  m^«,  who  is,  and  right  of, 223,  229,  230 

when  considered  in  este, 224,  280,  231 

guardianship  of, 237-272 

custody  of, , 273-287 

services  of,  who  entitled  to, 274 

maintenance  of^  rules  in  respect  to, 279,  288-296 

real  estate  of,  how  and  when  may  be  sold, 296-308 

contract  of  ancestor,  when  to  be  performed  by, 308,  309 

husband,  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts,  when, 832 

necessaries,  when, 339 

cnrt6«y  in  proceeds  of  land  o{  feme^otert,  when, 415,  416 
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wife,  barred  by  jointofe,  when, 565 

may  assign  dower,  when, 587 

barred  bj  admeasurement  of  dower,  when, 594 

relief  of,  in  case  of  improper  assignment  of  dower, 604 

feme^coxiert,  m&j  execate  trust  deed,  when, 657 

INSANITY, 

cause  for  divorce  in  Prussia,  when, 872,  878 

IOWA, 

marriage  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 127 

apprentices  in,  regulations  in  respect  to, 150 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infants  in 169 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 836,  827 

marital  rights  in, 751-758 

wife  in,  may  hold  property  and  transact  business,  when, 751 

have  custody  of  her  minor  chil,dren,  when, 751 

real  estate  of  wife  in,  how  conveyed, 761-753 

actions  respecting  wife  in,  how  prosecuted  and  defended, 751,  752 

wife  in,  bound  by  her  contracts,  when, 752 

transactions  between  husband  and  wife  in,  when  valid, 752,  758 

separate  provisions  for  wife  in,  when  allowed, 758 

JOINTURE, 

by  infants,  when  binding,  . . « 183 

when  husband  required  to  make, 187 

by  wards  of  court,  rules  in  respect  to, 186-188 

bars  dower,  when, 562-571 

rules  respecting, -. 570,  571 

JUDGMENT, 

against  infants,  when  valid  and  when  may  be  avoided,. .  52,  65,  66,  172-174 

215-228 

when  and  how  avoided, 65,  66,  70,  71,  208 

may  not  be  avoided,  when, 160,  172,  203 

^cannot  be  taken  against  Infants  by  default,  when, 172,  178,  209 

infancy  may  be  pleaded  to  action  on,  when, 178 

against  infants,  day  must  be  given  when, 178,  174,  215-228 

may  be  opened  against  infants  when, 174,  203,  205,  206 

In  respect  to  infants  in  ventre  sa  mere,  when  binding, 227 

for  wife's  debts  dum  sola,  how  enforced, 336-839 

against  married  women,  form  and  efifect  of, 664,  665,  670 

of  wife  against  husband,  when  valid, 728 

in  divorce  cases,  its  effect, 013,  914,  921-925 

JUDICIAL  ACTS, 

of  in&nts,  voidable  when, 56,  57 

K. 

KANSAS, 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infants  in 160 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 827 
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marital  rights  in, ^S5,  750 

wife  in,  may  hold  property,  and  do  bnaineBS  as  feme-Mie  when,. . . .  75S,  7S6 

KENTUCKY, 

apprentices  in,  regfulations  respecting 150 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infants  in, 168,  170 

gnardianship  of  infants  in,  mles  in  respect  to, f . . . .  255 

sale  of  infant's  lands  in,  law  in  respect  to, 908 

liaUlitj  of  husband  for  wife's  i^tennptial  debts  in,  role  in  respect  to,  388^  771 

deed  to  husband  and  wife  in,  eflfect  of^ 508 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 511,  513 

jointore  bars  dower  in,  when, 566 

marital  rights  in, 767-780 

hnsband's  interest  in  wife's  property  in 767->769,  776 

necessaries  in,  wife's  property  liable  fnr,  when, 768-770,  777 

settlement  of  husband  on  wife  in,  when  upheld, ^ 709 

transactions  between  husband  and  wife  in,  when  upheld, k^«;. . . .  770 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  created  and  held, 770 

ecmtracts  of  wife  In,  when  valid,. . . « 770 

actions  for  and  against  wife,  rules  in  respect  to^ 771,  773 

wife  in,  may  act  as  fem&^dU,  when, 773 

curtesy  and  dower  in,  law  in  respect  to, 773,  773 

corporate  stock  in,  may  be  secured  to  wife,  when, 773,  774 

wife  in,  may  make  will,  when, • 774,  775 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 775-778 

rule  in  respect  to  domicile  in, 778^  779 

husband  in,  not  allowed  to  open  wife's  correspondence,  when 779 

wife  in,  may  act  as  sole  trader,  when, , 780 

L. 

LACHES, 

not  imputed  to  in&nts*  when 159-173 

exceptions  to  the  rule  as  to  infants, 160 

of  trustees^  do  not  prejudice  in&nts,  when, * ITO^  171 

LANDS, 

privileges  of  doweress  in, 638 

waste  of  by  doweress,  whsit  is, 688-681 

dower,  emblements  on,  rule  in  respect  to, 681-6S8 

charges  on,  to  be  discharged  by  doweress  when, 683-635 

Ffd«  WiFS,  Marital  Bights. 

LEGACY, 

to  infimt,  interest  allowed  on,  when, 163 

to  in&nts  in  wntre  da  mere,  when  valid, 234,  235 

to  wife,  husband  may  recover,  when, , 883,  885,  386 

survives  to  her,  when, 986 

liable  for  husband's  debts,  when, 686 

must  be  recovered  in  chanceiy,  when, 886 

payment  of  to  wife,  when  void  as  to  husband, 886,  887 

ban  dower,  when, 564-568 
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marriage  within,  when  prohibited, 887,  838 

LEX  LOCI, 

governs  as  to  domidle,  when, 85,  86,  180,  174 

goTems  in  respect  to  infant's  contracts,  when, 211 

LTABILTTY, 

of  infudts,  rule  in  respect  to, 88,  57 

for  necessaries,  when, 99-105 

for  breach  of  trust,  when, 158 

for  malfeasance  in  office,  when, 174^  175,  179 

as  executor,  when, 175 

forwhatacts 175,  176 

for  torts,  when, 176-185 

for  criminal  acts,  when, 186-191 

of  parties,  to  in&nts,  when,. « v 191-203 

of  proehien  ami  when, 207,  209 

of  infant,  on  promissory  note,  when, 211 

of  husband  for  wife's  debts,  when,. ...  882-334 

and  torts,  reason  of, 882,  883,  861 

torto,when 384,  869,  361 

as  wife's  administrator  when, 884,  885 

for  wife's  antenuptial  debts,  statutes  in  respect  to, 887-339 

necessaries,  when, 889-849,  852,  854,  359 

criminal  acts,  when, « . . . .  859-361 

attaching  to  tenancy  by  curtesy,  what *..  418 

of  dowereas  in  respect  to  her  lands^  what,. ^ . . .  638-^635 

LIMITATIONS,  / 

infants  not  bound  by  statute  of,  when, 160-172 

bound  by  statute  of,  when, 161,  162,  171 

statute  of,  in  respect  to  infants,  plea  of  and  burden  of  proof, 170 

no  bar  to  trust  estate,  when, 170 

not  applicable  to  guardian's  account,  when, 171,  172 

LOUISIANA, 

infant  executors  in,  rule  in  respect  to,* 124 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 150 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  in&nts  in, 167 

marital  rights  in, 790-792 

community  property  in,  rules  In  respect  to, 790,  792 

gifts  between  husband  and  wife  in,  when  valid 790,  791 

legal  mortgage  to  wife  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 791 

wife  in,  may  contract  debts,  when, 791  792 

may  hold  separate  and  paraphernal  property,  when, 791,  792 

M. 

MAINE. 

will  of  infants  in,  when  valid, 40 

infant  executor  in,  rule  in  respect  to, , 124 

marriage  of  in&nts  in,  rule  In  respect  to,. 126,  127 

regulations  in  respect  to  apprentices  in, 148 

120 
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infants  in,  may  be  emplojed  in  Heu^iies,  when, 150 

vtlktate  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infknts  in, 164 

liabilitj  of  husband,  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in, 337 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, 508 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 508 

marital  rights  in, 673-678 

wife  in,  maj  hold  and  control  property  in,  when, 678,  674 

may  make  contracts,  and  sue  and  bo  sued,  when, 674 

treated  as /eme-«ofe,  when, 675,  676 

may  convey  lands  to  her  husband,  when, 676,  677 

may  carry  on  business,  when, 677 

MAINTENANCE, 

of  infants,  from  their  own  property,  w)ien,. 288-2S6 

jurisdiction  of  courts  in  respect  to, 2S8-393 

of  in£Emts,  from  legacies,  when, 29Q-29S 

principle  on  which  allowed, 293-S95 

inquiry,  when  made  in  respect  to, 292,  S93 

out  of  what  fund  to  be  allowed, 298,2M 

ViOs  Wife. 

2IARITAL  RIGHTS, 

in  New  York,  rules  in  respect  to,    635-673 

in  Maine,  do  do    673-4r79 

in  New  Hampshire^   do  do    679-685 

in.Vermont,  do  do    685-693 

in  Massachusetts,  do  do 603-705 

In  Rhode  Island,  do  do 705-710 

in  Connecticut,  do  do    710-713 

in  New  Jersey,  do  do    719-716 

In  Pennsylvania,  do  do    716-730 

in  Delaware,  do  do    730-731 

in  Maryland,  do  do 731-734 

in  Ohio,  do  do    734-786 

in  Michigan,  do  do 786,  737 

in  Indiana,  do  do    737-741 

inlllinois,  do  do    741-744 

in  Wisconsin,  ^o  do    744-749 

in  Minnesota,  do  do    749-751 

in  Iowa,  do  do    751-753 

InMtssonri,  do  do    « 753-753 

in  Kansas,  do  do 755,736 

in  Nevada,  do  do    1 756,757 

in  Nebraska,  do  do    757 

in  Oregon,  do  do    7S?7, 758 

inCalifomia,  do  do    756-765 

in  Viiginia  and  West  Virginia,  rules  in  respectto, 765-767 

in  Kentucky,  rules  in  respect  to 767-780 

in  Tennessee,  do  do    780-78S 

in  North  Carolina,  do  do    783,783 


ALPHABETICAL   INDEX.  965 

MARITAL  RIGHTS— Ck)iniNUED.  paov. 

in  South  Carolina,  rules  in  respect  to, 788,  784 

inQeorgia,                      do  do    784,785 

inPlorida,                       do  do    785,786 

inAlabama,                   do  do     786-788 

in  Miwiflsippi,                 do  do     788-790 

in  Louisiana,                  do  do     790-793 

inArkansas,                   do  do     793-794 

in  Texas,                        do  do     794-803 

MARRIAGE, 

contract  of  by  infant,  when  voidable, 55,  56,  126,  ISO 

age  of  consent  requisite  for, 56,  125-128,  130 

contract  of  by  infant,  when  void, 126,  180  > 

consent  of  parents  or  guardians  to,  when  necessary,. 126-128,  131 

without  consent  of  parents,  effect  of, 128-130 

forbidden  to  be  solemnized,  when 128,  129 

law  of  domicile,  in  respect  to, 130 

canon  and  civil  law,  in  respect  to, 180,  131 

of  ward  of  court,  when  a  contempt, 1<^8 

of  female  ward,  terminates  guardianship,  when, 151,  152,  257 

eflbct  of  on  the  parties  to, 312 

operates  as  a  gift  to  husband  of  wife's  personal  property,  when,  819,  861,  862 

865,  878,  889,  421 

mutual  disabilities  incident  to, 820-881 

evidenceof; ^ 884,  865,  866 

vests  wife's  chattels  real  in  husband,  how, 868,  870 

effect  of  upon  wife's  real  estate, 421,  422 

a  good  consideration  for  contract,  when, 454,  461,  466 

an  indissoluble  contract,  when, 468 

efibct  of  on  wife's  property,  in  New  York 650,  651 

nature  of,  and  its  importance, 804-811,  826 

regarded  as  a  civU  contract,  when, 804-812,  817,  866 

peculiarities  of  the  contract  of; 806,  808-811 

is  an  institution  or  state, .• 806,  807,  809-611 

objecU  and  purposes  of...... 807,  811,  833 

how  constituted  and  completed, 812-826,  861 

solemnization  of,  when  necessary, 818^17,  819-821,  823,  824,  866 

consent  of  parties  to,  rules  in  respect  to, 818,  820-825 

who  may  solemnize, 826,  860 

who  may  contract, 827 

impediments  to, 827-845,  863 

parties  to,  must  be  willing  to  contract, 845,  846 

duress,  avoids  contract  of,  when, 846-849 

fraud,  avoids  contract  o^  when, 849-859 

need  not  be  solemnized,  when, 659,  860 

irregular,  only  voidable,  when, 861,  862 

void  and  voidable,  what  is, 862-864 

canonical  impediments  to,  efibct  of, 863 

civil  impediments  to,  effect  of, • 868 


056  ALPSABtTWAL  INDBX. 

HABRIAGEr-ConrmuBD.  »i 

decree  nullifying  vmdable, -effect  of, ^ 888,  867 

Vids  DivoBCB. 

HABRIAGE  SETTLEMENTS, 

bj  infiints,  rale  in  respect  to, 13&-188,  480,  483 

intention  of  parties  to,  role  in  respect  to, 458-480 

maj  be  disafiSrmed  by  infant,  when,. 480 

cannot  be  rescinded  after  marriage,  when, 480,  483 

parol,  when  binding, 481 

when  strict  performance  of  will  be  decreed, 484 

to  be  registered,  when, 481 

supported  in  eqoit  j,  when, 481,  482 

will  be  corrected  in  equity,  when, 482-485 

defeated  by  divorce,  when, 923,  923 

MARYLAND, 

rights  of  infants  in < 35 

infant  executor  in, 124 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 128 

guardian  for  infiuxt  in, 135,  253 

regulations  in  respect  to  apprentices  in 150 

statute  <tf  limitations  as  to  infiuits  in 186,  187 

wife's  real  estate  In,  how  conif^yed 510,  731-734 

marital  rights  in, 731-7S4 

wife  in,  may  hold  separate  estate,  when TSl-T^l^ 

curtesy  and  dower  in, 781-734 

wife  in,  may  insure  husband's  life,  when, 734 

liable  for  rent  and  .on  covenants,  when, 732 

wife's  distributive  share  in,  goes  to  husband,  when, 732 

contract  Id,  when  void, 7SI 

separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 733 

MASSACHUSETTS, 

will  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 40 

Infant  executor  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 124,  132 

marriage  of  infants  in,  law  in  respect  to, 128,  128,  129 

guardianship  of  infiints  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 188,  t35 

regulations  in  respect  to  apprentices  in, 149 

employment  of  minors  in  factories  in,  rule  in  respect  to, % . . .  151 

8tatat3  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infiuits  in, 18S-185 

cust  }dy  of  minor  children  in, 279,  280 

Fale  of  infant's  real  estate  in,  law  in  respect  to, \ 308 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 887,  3SS 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife,  effect  of,. ; . . . .  800,  501 

wife's  real  esUte  in,  how  conveyed, 807,  608,  898,  898-898,  702 

'dower  in,  barred  by  jointure,  whea,« 564 

marital  rights  in, 89^705 

wife  in,  may  hold  separate  estateaad  do  business  in,  whAi,  808,  894,  898.  703 

oontZBcts  of  wife  in,  who  bound  by, ' 894,  702-705 

wife  in,  may  sue  and  be  sued,  how, 894 

make  will,  when, 894 
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cartes7  in,  role  in  respect  to, 095,  700 

wife  in,  may  do  bufdnesB,  when, 696 

husband  and  wife  cannot  contract  together  in,  when, 698 

wife  dying  intestate  in,  how  her  property  is  disposed  of, 700 

marriage  of  parties  to  mortgage  in,  effect  of, ...  703 

promissory  note  of  wife  in,  when  binding, 703-705 

separate  estate  of  wife  in,  liable  for  her  debts,  when, 705 

MICHIGAN, 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 127 

testamentary  guardians  in 188 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 168 

marital  rights  in, 786,  787 

wife  in,  may  act  as  fem6-iole;  when, 786,  737 

dealings  between  husband  and  wife  in,  when  valid,. . 786,  787 

MINNESOTA, 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in,. 127 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infants  in, 169 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 827 

marital  rights  in, 749-751 

wiib  in,  may  hold  and  control  property  in,  when, 749 

wife's  property  in,  how  conveyed, 749,  750 

curtesy  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 749 

transactions  between  husband  and  wife  in,  when  upheld, 750 

suits  in  fbvor  of  wife  in,  how  prosecuted, 750 

the  homestead  in,  law  in  respect  to, 750,  751 

MISSISSIPPI, 

will  by  in&nts  in,  rule  In  respect  to, 40 

infant  executors  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 124 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in 128 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 167 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 827 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 888 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 511 

marital.rights  in, 788-790 

wife  in,  may  hold  separate  estate,  when, 4 788,  789 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  when  liable  for  necessaries, 790 

paraphernal  property  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 790 

MISSOURI, 

will  of  infants  in,  rule  in  reSpect  to, 40 

in£guit  executors  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 124 

marriage  of  infimts  in,  rule  in  respect  to, ^ 127,  128 

regulations  respecting  ^>prentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 168 

husband  liablJlTor  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 888 

marital  rights  in, 753-755 

wife  in,  may  act  bb  feme-sole,  when, .* 758,  754 

wife's  property  in,  how  conveyed 758-755 
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wife  in,  maj  make  will,  when, 754 

wife's  tepante  estate  in,  how  charged, 754 

wife  in,  how  to  sue  and  be  sued, « 754^  755 

jwraphemal  propertj  in,  rale  in  respect  to, ^ . . .  795 

MORTOAGE, 

of  in£uits,  when  vcndable, 55 

foredosure  of,  against  inftmts,  role  in  respect  to, 215-233 

from  husband  to  wife,  when  valid, 493 

widow  may  redeem  from,  to  save  dower,  when, 541,  545,  785«  743 

ban  dower,  whdn, 555,  558,  55», 

effect  of  marriage  of  parties  to, 650,  551,  71 

executed  by  wife,  when  binding, 676,  737 

■  .   N.       • 

NEBRASKA, 

termination  of  infancy  in « 85 

infant  may  be  executor  in,  when 134 

age  of  consent  to  many  in, 128 

statute  of  limitations,  respecting  infants  in, 169 

custody  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 281 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 327 

marital  rights  in, 757 

wife  in,  may  hold  and  control  property,  when, 757 

how  to  sue  and  be  sued, 737 

wife's  property  in,  how  conveyed, 757 

NECESSARIES, 

infimts  liable  for,' when, 67,  99-106,  116,  121,175 

contracts  for,  rule  in  respect  to, 99-107 

how  question  of,  determined, 100-112,  116,  357,  858 

what  are, 105,112-117,  120,  856-353 

when  parents  of  minors  are  liable  for, 106-112 

question  of,  how  tried, 117-120,  213 

for  wife,  who  liable  for 339-359 

husband's  assent  to,  how  proved, 340-348 

credit  for,  to  whom  must  be  given, 342,  343,  858 

action  for,  how  brought, 344,  345 

in  Pennsylvania  and  Texas,^ 344,  345,  723,  723 

husband  not  Uable  for,  after  divorce,  when, 934^  925 

NEGLIGENCE, 

infants  not  liable  for,  when, ; 176,177,185 

Vide  LiABiLiTT. 

NEGLECT, 

cause  for  divorce,  when, ^ 891 

NEVADA, 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when,. 8S8 

marital  rights  in, 756,  757 

wife  in,  may  hold  and  control  property,  when, 756 

husband's  rights  in, .... '. 756 
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carte07  and  dower  in,  aboliahed, • 756 

wife  in,  may  be  sole  trader,  when, 757 

wife  in,  how  to  ane  and  be  sued, 757 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE, 

will  of  infimts  in,  law  in  respect  to, 40 

regulations  in  respect  to  apprentices  in, 149 

minor  children  in  factories  in,  regulations  in  respect  to, 150 

statute  of  limitations  in  respect  to  infiEUits  in, 104 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 888 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  oonvejed, : 508 

marital  rights  in, 070-685 

married  women  may  hold  and  control  property  in,  when, 079 

wife  in,  may  sue  and  be  sued,  when, 079,  083 

may  make  will,  when, 080 

contracts  of  wife  in,  when  binding, 080-082 

wife's  earnings  in,  belong  to  husband,  when, 082 

land  in,  how  conveyed, 088 

property  in,  descent  of, 083 

homestead  in,  law  in  respect  to, 08!^. 

divorce  in,  history  of,  and  when  granted, 878  879 

NEW  JERSEY, 

infant  executors  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 124 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 127 

testamentary  guardians  in,  law  in  respect  to, 189 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  and  factory  children  in, 149.  151 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  in&nts  in, v 100 

general  guardians  in,  rules  in  respect  to 255 

sale  of  infant's  real  estate  in,  law  in  respect  to, 298,  299 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, .* 501 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 509,  718,  714 

marital  rights  in, 712-710 

wife's  property  in,  free  from  husband's  debts,  when, 712,  713 

wife  in,  has  action  for  personal  wrong,  when 713 

may  have  her  own  earnings,  when, 714 

may  act  as  9,feme-9oU,  when,. 715 

}iow  to  sue  and  be  sued 715,  710 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 710 

NEW  YORK, 

infancy  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 86,  88 

husband  liable  for  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, 115,  110,  827 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in,  what  is, 120 

law  in  respect  to  marriage  settlements  in 185 

goaidianship  of  in&nts  in, ... .    188,  189,  147,  248,  260,  252,  255,  250,  200 

regulations  in  respect  to  apprentices  in, 145 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  inflEuits  in, 104-100,  170 

suits  against  infants  in,  rules  in  respect  to^ 193,  190,  200,  204 

foreclosure  of  mortgages  against  in&nts  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 220-222 

infants  in  wntre  »a  mere  in,  their  rights, 228-230,  232 
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who  are  bttstards  in, 233 

custody  of  infiEUits  in,  rules  in  respect  to, ......••  978,  279 

maintenance  of  infants  in, 289 

real  estate  of  infante  in,  how  sold,... 21NMa86^  300-800 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  law  in  respect  to, 325.  336 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of,- 489,  500 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 505-4507 

dower  in,  how  barred, 551,  567 

admeasured  and  recovered, 590-593 

marital  righte  in, .  .^ 635-673 

wife  in,  may  acquire  and  hold  property,  when,. .  635,  636,  630-647.  651,  653 

655-657,  665-668,  670,  67S 

may  carry  on  trade,  when 636,  652,  654,  660,  666,  667,  673 

tenancy  by  the  curtesy  in, 638,  648,  640,  657,  658 

conveyances  between  husband  and  wife  in, 638,  6^ 

wife  in,  may  make  a  will,  when, 646,  647 

may  sue  and  be  sued,  how, . . .  647,  652,  655-^658,  660-664,  667-669 

separate  estate  of  wife  in,  how  charged, 653,  654,  658,  659 

assent  of  husband  to  wife's  deed,  when  necessary, 655 

gifts  between  husband  and  wife  in,  when  valid, 656,  657 

husband  may  recover  wife's  debt  in,  when, 663,  664 

judgmente  against  wife  in,  form  and  effect  of, 664,  665 

wife  in,  may  insure  her  husband's  life,  when, 671,  673 

divorce  in,  history  of, 875-877 

Vide  Divorce. 

NORTH  CAROLINA, 

will  of  infante  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 40 

infant  executors  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 124 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 138 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in,. 149 

stetute  of  limitetions  as  to  infante  in, « .  167 

children  in,  how  bastardized, 233 

custody  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 280 

sale  of  infant's  real  estate  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 308 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, 601,  783 

wife's  real  estete  in,  how  conveyed, 511 

marital  righte  in, 782,  783 

wife's  property  in,  how  held, 782,  783 

marriage  settlemente  in,  when  valid, «t 

deed  of  wife  in,  when  valid 7t 

divorce  in,  history  of  and  when  granted, 879, 

o. 

OFFICE, 

infante  may  hold,  when, 87,  88,  40,  41,  121,123 

OHIO, 

infancy  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 35 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 127 
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testamentazy  grnazdians  in, , 189 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 168 

general  guardians  of  in&nts  in, « 255 

sale  of  real  estate  bj  in&nts  in, 299 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 827,  828 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  efiect  of, 502 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 512 

marital  rights  in, ,. 784-786 

wife  in,  may  transact  business  and  hold  property,  when,. 734,  785 

cleed  from  husband  to  wife  in,  when  void, 785 

wife's  conveyance  in,  when  void, 785 

wife  may  redeem  from  mortgage  in,  when, 785,  786 

wife  in,  may  make  will,  when 786 

how  to  sue  and  be  sued, 786 

OREGON, 

will  of  infiEmts  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 1 .    40 

infant  executors  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 124 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 128 

testamentary  guardians  in, 188 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 169 

testimony  of  husband  and  wife  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 828 

marital  rights  in 757,  758 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 757,  758 

wife  in,  may  make  will,  when, 757,  758 

how  to  sue  and  be  sued, 758 

estopped  by  her  deed,  when, 758 

wife's  property  in,  how  conveyed, 758 


P. 

PARAPHERNALIA, 

what  is,  and  belongs  absolutely  to  wife,  when, ..' 422,  424 

right  to,  wh^i  qualified 424 

subject  to  husband's  debts,  when, 424,  425 

wife's  right  to,  when  barred, 425 

PARENTS, 

liable  to  support  their  children,  when, 101-107,  279 

for  child's  necessaries,  when, 106-112 

liability  of  to  support  their  children,  how  enforced, 107-112 

may  bind  out  their  children,  when, 144,  148 

duties  and  rights  <^,  in  respect  to  their  children, 248-247 

guardians  of  their  childron,  when, 245,  246,  248 

custody  of  their  minor  children,  which  entitled  to, *. .  273-287 

PAROL  DEMURRER, 

origin  of  and  rules  respecting  it, 214-222 

121 
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feestimentazy  capadty  of  infants  in, 40 

infant  executor  in,  role  in  respect  to, 124 

marriAgeof  iniiftntsin,  role  in  leepeet  to, 1S7 

testamentazy  goardians  in 139 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  and  factoiy  children  in, 141^153 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, IM 

acti<Mi8  against  infants  in,  how  defended, 204 

children  in,  how;  bastardized, 2S4 

general  guardians  of  infants  in, 255 

sale  of  infants'  real  estate  in 207 

husband  liable  fbr  wife's  antenuptial  debts  in,  when, ....  1 388 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, 602,  SOS 

wife's  lands  in,  how  conveyed 509,  510 

dower  in,  what  and  how  barred, 565 

marital  rights  in, 716-790 

wife  in,  may  hold  and  enjoy  property,  when, •  716,  717,  728,  790 

wife's  property  in,  how  transferred 716,  717,  719,  726 

property  clamed  by  wife  in,  when  presumed  to  be  her  husband's, . .  718,  729 

wife's  oontracft  in,  not  binding,  when, 719,  720,  726-728 

wife  in,  may  make  a  will,  when, 720,  721 

actions  for  wife  in,  how  prosecuted, 721-72S 

wife  in,  may  hefim&-ioU  trader,  when, 728>  724,  728 

curtesy  and  dower  in, 738,  780 

wife  in,  has  action  when,  and  how  to  sue  and  be  sued, 724,  725 

may  insure  life  of  her  husband,  and  loan  him  money,  when, ....  725 

may  give  bond  and  receipt  legacy*  when, 725 

may  be  member  of  corporation,  when, 725 

husband's  vested  right  in,  not  affected,  when, 726 

wife  in,  not  estopped,  when, 726,  727 

settlement  on  wife  in,  when  valid, 727,  730 

wife  in,  may  be  her  husband's  creditor,  when, 727 

judgment  from  husband  to  wife  in,  when  valid, 728 

PERSONAL  INDIGNITY, 

cause  for  divordb,  when, 892l  898 

what  is, 893 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY, 

of  wife,  belongs  to  husband,  when 861-365,  373,  374-89S 

may  be  owned  and  controlled  by  wife,  when, 686,  689,  340,  673-705 

Vid6  Marital  Rights. 

PIN^ONEY, 

what  is,  and  the  wife's  right  to  it, 425-427 

wife  entitled  to  arrears  of,  when,.... • 426,  427 

wife's  light  to,  when  barred, 427 

POLYGABTT, 

in  Utah,  how  viewed, 821 

condemned,  when, • , 843-845 
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POSTHUMOUS.  CHILDREN,  paob. 

when  considered  in  esse  and  rights  of, 228-231 

may  be  executor,  and  take  legacy,  when, 224-226 

must  be  bom  alive,  and  rule  in  respect  to,. 224,  231 

effect  of  will  in  respect  to, 232 

illegitimate,  rights  of, 235 

POST-NUPTIAL  CONTRACTS, 

sustained  in  equity,  when, 467-482 

bars  wife's  dower,  when, 470,  571,  672,  680 

declared  void,  when, 470 

when  valid  as  against  creditors, 471,  478-481,  483,  496 

for  maintenance,  when  determined, 475,  476 

income  of,  belongs  to  wife,  when, 494 

PREGNANCY, 

cause  for  divorce,  when, 893 

PRESUMPTIONS, 

in  favor  of  married  women,  when, 647 

against  claim  of  married  women,  when, 718,  729,  789 

how  overcome  in  case  of  coomiunity  property, 761,  798,  799 

PROCHEIN  AMI, 

liability  of, 207-209 

Vide  GuARDiAiTS. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE, 

ofinfant,  when  voidable, 52,  53,  108,  104 

putative  father  of  bastard,  when  binding, 140 

law  of  domicile  governs,  when, 211 

to  wife,  continues  her  property,  when, 874,  876 

taken  during  coverture,  belongs  to  wife,  when, 877 

given  to  wife,  how  sued, 883 

from  husband  to  wife,  when  valid, 493 

marriage  of  parties  to,  effect  of, 661 

by  wife,  when  void, 675,  703-706.  738,  763 

« 

PRUSSIA, 

divorce  in,  when  allowed, < 872,  873 

PUBLIC  LANDS, 

no  dower  in,  when, ^ 661-553 

Q. 

QUAKERS, 

marriage  of,  how  celebrated, 821 

QUARANTINE, 

of  widow,  what  is 581,  582 

R. 
REAL  ESTATE.     Vide  Infaot— Wifb. 
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BBCRIMINATION, 

may  be  a  bar  to  divoree,  when, 9(X^10 

how  proved  in  diyorce  ease, 907,  906 

may  be  charged  for  divoroe,  when, 910,  911 

RELEASE, 

of  dower,  effect  of, 558 

FtdtfDowEB. 

RHODE  ISLAND, 

will  of  infant  in,  rale  in  respect  to, 40 

infant  executor  in,  rale  in  respect  to, 124 

testamentary  gnardian  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 188 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  in&nts  in, » 165 

custody  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 280 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  oonyeyed^ 507 

marital  rights  in, 706-710 

wife  in,  may  do  business  and  acquire  property,  when, 706,  707 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 707,  708 

personal  estate  in,  how  sold, 707 

wife  in,  may  make  a  will  when, 707,  708 

curtesy  in, » 708 

^rife's  property  in,  how  it  descends, 708,  709 

wife  not  liable  on  her  covenants  in,  when, 709 

wife  in,  may  take  property  from  her  husband,  when, 709 

not  viewed  as  t^femcsoU,  when, 710 

separate  estate  in,  how  created, 710 

ROMANS, 

divorce  among,  when  allowed, 870,  871 

s. 

SCOTLAND, 

divorce  in,  when  allowed, • • 875 

SBCURTTY, 

of  infSEULt,  when  vcudable, • 54 

a  gift  to  wife  when, 877,  383 

by  wife,  when  binding, 484 

SEPARATE  ESTATE, 

of  wife,  how  acquired  and  enjoyed, 428-452,  48^^495 

what  words  will  create, 428-433 

may  be  secured  without  trustee,  when 431,  434^  441 

how  secured  before  marriage, 431,  432 

to  wife  during  covertura, 4S1,  432,  437 

may  be  qualified  by  the  giant,  when, 483,  448,  446 

disposed  of  by  wife,  and  how  disposed  of, . . .  439-^1,  448,  450,  451 

507,  511,  514 

how  disposed  of  on  death  of  wife, 438 

separate  use,  construed  as,  when, 441 

how  charged, 443-448,474,475 
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use  of,  may  be  giyen  to  husband,  when, ,450 

may  be  recovered  from  husband's  creditor,  vrhen, '. 450 

difference  between,  and  "  separate  use," • 481,  482 

action  for,  by  wife,  when, 498 

Fw26  Mabital  Rights. 

SEPARATE  use; 

what  is 481,  483 

how  created 482 

when  sustained, 492,  493 

SHELLEY'S  CASE, 

the  rule  in, 468,  450 

SLAVERY, 

an  impediment  to  marriage,  when, ,  • 842,  848 

SOUTH  CAROLINA, 

will  of  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to, ' 40 

action  by  infant  to  recover  land  in, 68 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 167,  170 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, 511 

marital  righto  in, 783,  784 

feme-cowrt  in,  may  be  9oU  trader,  when, 783 

cannot  make  will,  when, 783 

gift  from  husband  to  wife  in,  when  valid, 783 

wife  in,  may  release  her  estate,  when, '. 784 

deed  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, 784 

divorce  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 877,  878 

STATUTES, 

in  respect  to  husband  and  wife, 635-803 

Vide  Mabital  Rights. 

SURRENDER, 

by  infante,  voidable,  when, 66 

how  avoided, 68 

when  infante  bound  by, 141 

cannot  be  made  to  infants,  when, 226 

T. 
TEACHERS, 

of  schools,  their  powers  and  duties  in  respect  to  their  pupils, 247 

TENANT.     Vide  Cubtkby—Dowkb. 

TENNESSEE, 

infante  cannot  hold  office  in, 38 

custody  of  infante  in,  rule  in  respect  to 139,  280 

statute  of  limitetions  as  to  infante  in, .168 

deed  to  husband  add  wife  in,  effect  of, 503,  781 

wife's  real  estete  in,  how  conveyed 611,  780,  781 

marital  righte  in 780-782 

marriage  settlemente  in,  when  valid,. 780 
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,    wife  may  make  inll  in,  when, 780 

real  estate  of  wife  in,  exempt  from  hnsband's  debts,  when, 780-7^ 

household  goods  of  wife  in,  when  exempt  from  execntion, 780,  781 

husband's  fight  in  wife's  personal  propertj  in, 781 

suits  by  and  against  wife  in,  role  in  respect  to, 783 

separate  estate  of  wife  in,  how  charged, - , 783 

TEXAS, 

tennination  of  infancy  in, ^ » « 85 

age  of  consent  to  mairiage  in, 128 

gnardian  of  in£&nta  in 188 

statnte  of  limitations  as  to  in£uits  in, 188 

suits  by  infitnts  in,  how  prosecuted, 198 

custody  of  infants,  rule  in  respect  to, 280.  281 

curtesy  and  dower  abolished  in, 5S3 

marital  rights  in, 794-803 

antenuptial  contracts  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 7t 

separate  property  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 794,  793,  7! 

community  property  in,  rules  in  respect  to,  i 794:-799,  801,  808 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 795,  799,  800 

homestead  in,  wife  forfeits  her  claim  to,  when, 798 

husband  and  wife  in,  distinct  persons,  when, 796,  797 

homestead  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 796,  797 

gifts  from  husband  to  wife  in,  when  valid, 797,  800 

actions  concerning  wife's  property  in,  how  prosecuted, 797 

common  law  governs  in  respect  to  marital  rights  in,  when, 796 

presumptions  as  to  community  property  in, 798,  799 

TRUSTEE, 

infents  may  be,  when, 156,  158 

In&nt,  acts  of,  when  lunding, 157,  158 

may  convey  land,  when, 158 

laches  of,  no  bar,  when 170,  171 

of  in&nts,  powers  and  duties,  /, 393 

husband  is,  when, 431,  433,  449,  455,  494 

named  in  post-nuptial  contracts,  eflfect  o( 471,  473 

of  wife,  powers  and  duties  of, 670,  671,  694,  701,  736.  786 

may  be  removed,  when, 710 

when  may  be  appointed, 721,  731,  756 

when  necessary, 761,  764 

TRUSTS, 

in  &vor  of  infants,  how  established, 158 

execution  of  by  in&nt,  in&nt  liable,  when, 158 

in  &vorof  wife,  rules  in  respect  to, 438-452 

estates  in,  when  dower  allowed  in, 548,  549,  553 

Y. 

VAORANCY, 

of  husband,  when  a  cause  for  divorce, 89S 
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infancy  in,  role  in  respect  to, 84 

infant  execatore  in,  rule  in  ieq>ect  to^ 124 

age  of  consent  to  marria^^  in, 126,  127 

guardianship  of  infants  in .^ 188,  255 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infiuktsln, 164 

bastards  in,  how  legitimatized. 288 

custody  of  infants  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 279 

deeds  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, 608 

.  wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed, <  608,  686 

dower  in,  how  barred 563 

marital  righU  in 685-693 

wife  in,  may  hold  and  convey  property,  when, i 685,  686,  691 

may  make  will,  when 685 

may  insure  husband's  life,  when, 686 

homestead  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 686,  691,  692 

husband  in,  may  be  divested  of  his  marital  rights,  when, 687 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 687,  689,  690 

products  of  wife's  land  belong  to  husband,  when,. 688,  689 

wife's  choses  in  action  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 690,  691 

VIRGINIA, 

in&nts'  contract  for  necessaries  in,  when  void, 102 

age  of  consent  to  marriage  in, 128 

law  as  to  marriage  settlements  in, 136 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 167 

guardian  ad  Utem  for  infant  in, 204 

judgments  against  infants  in,  rule  in  respect  to 222 

children  in,  how  bastardised, 283 

custody  and  maintenance  of  infants  in, 280 

sale  of  infants'  real  estate  in,  299 

wife's  real  estate  in,  how  conveyed 510,  511,  766,  767 

dower  in,  how  barred, ' 565 

marital  rights  in, 765-767 

grant  from  husband  to  wife  in,  when  upheld,. 767 

VOIDABLE  ACT, 

in  respect  to  infants,  whatis, 48,  51^8,  125-130,  136,  144,  862,  863 

criterion  to  determine  what  is, 49 

may  be  ratified,  when, 51,  80-99,  104,  130 

^o  may  avoid, 57,  59-64,  136 

when  must  be  avoided, 64r-69,  125,  184-136 

how  dLsaffirmed, 70-75 

consequence  of  disaffirmance  of, 75-80,  95 

how  confirmed, 80-96,  126 

confirmation  of,  to  be  in  writing,  when, «...  96 

contract  of  marriage  is,  when, 862,  868 
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VOID  ACT, 

in  respect  to  in&nts,  what  is, 41,  43,  47,  48,  126,  130,  8G2,  863 

distin^aished  &om  ▼ddable,  how, 42-46,  48 

contract  of  xnarriAge  is,  when, 126,  130,^862,  863 


WARD, 

of  court,  who  is, 138 

marriage  of,  role  in  respect  to, 138 

in  chivalry,  rale  in  respect  to, 238,  239 

in  socage,  rales  in  respect  to, 239,  240 

care  of  coorts  over, 268,  269 

release  hy,  when  valid, 270 

liability  of,  for  maintenance,  when, 271 

Vide  GuABDiAK — ^Mahriaoe. 

WASTE, 

of  dower  land,  what  is, 628  -631 

WEST  VIRGINIA, 

real  estate  of  infants  in,  how  and  for  what  sold, .* 297 

marital  rights  in, 765,  766 

WIDOW, 

writ  of  investigation  against,  when  allowed  and  proceedings  upon  it,  227,  228 

civil  law  in  respect  to  marriage  of, 235 

guardian  of  her  minor  children,  when, 248 

her  estate  in  dower, 515-635 

her  dower,  when  barred, 553-581 

has  her  election  in  respect  to  dower,  when, 566-568,  572-574 

estopped  from  claiming  dower,  when, 580 

can  enter  dower  estate,  when, 581,  582,  584 

her  quarantine,  rule  in  respect  to, 581,  582,  586 

her  dower,  how  and  when  assigned, 581-605,  609-612 

nature  of  the  estate, 586,  587,  615-617 

may  have  writ,  for  dower,  when, 589,  590 

may  recover  damages  with  dower,  when, 606-609,  626,  627 

her  dower  in  equity,  proceedings  to  recover, 618-628 

her  right  to  emblements,  when, 631-633 

WIFE. 

diebability  of, 312-331,  422 

merged  in  husband,  when, 312,  813 

acts  of,  when  void, 313-315,  817,  820 

relations  to  her  husband, 314 

acts  of,  when  vaUd, 315,  316,  318,  320,  330,  331 

fraud  of,  effect  of;  on  her  contracts, 316,  317 

her  lands,  how  conveyed, 316,  504-514 

estoppel  applies  to,  when, 317 

incapacity  of,  reason  for, 319,  820 

enjoys  political  rights,  when, 319,  320 

cannot  testify  for  or  against  husband,  when, 820-825 
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may  be  a  witnen  against  hnaband,  when, 821-825 

declarations  of,  not  evidence  against  husband,  when, 825,  498 

may  be  a  witness  for  or  against  husband,  when, 825-828 

px^e8umed  to  be  under  influence  of  husband,  when, 880,  i52,  518 

transactions  with  husband,  rule  in  respect  to, 880,  442,  49(M95 

cannot  be  sued  alone,  when, 882-884 

property  of,  liable  for  her  debts,  when, 885-888 

necessaries  for,  rules  in  respect  to, 889-849 

may  bind  her  husband,  when, 840-848 

when  husband  not  liable  for  necessaries  for, 849-^856 

not  liable  for  crime,  when, 859,  860 

personal  property  of,  belongs  to  husband,  when, ....  861-885,  874-898,  496 

earnings  of,  belong  to  husband,  when, 868,  486,  487,  497 

cannot  be  executor  or  administrator,  when, 865 

personal  property  of,  descends  to  husband,  when, 766,  767,  788 

her  chattels  real,  her  husband's  interest  in, 867-869,  871.  422 

what  property  survives  to  her, 871,  872,  875-880,  884,  887,  888,  422 

of,  belongs  to  her  absolutely, 878 

may  be  the  beneficiary  of  a  promise,  when, 878 

must  be  Joined  with  husband  in  an  action,  when, 888-887 

has  right  to  a  settlement  in  equity,  when, 889-893 

may  restrain  her  husband,  when, '. 892,  893 

her  lands,  rules  in  respect  to, 898,  897,  421 

treated  as  a  feme-ioU,  when, ....  421, 422,  440-448.  447,  451,  484,  485,  488 

dower  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 422-425 

her  paraphernalia  and  pin-money 422-427 

her  separate  estate,  rules  in  respect  to, 428-452 

may  charge  her  separate  estate,  when, 448-448,  450 

cannot  have  personal  decree  against,  when,..^. «....  445 

liable  to  an  action,  when, 448 

barred  by  breach  of  trust,  when, 451 

antenuptial  contracts  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 452-466 

post-nuptial  contracts  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 467-482 

her  separate  mainten^ce,  rules  in  respect  to, 478-476 

entitled  to  her  personal  earnings,  when, 476,  484-490,  495,  496 

freed  from  her  husband,  when, . .  • 478 

may  aoquiro  property,  when, 481^,  483 

may  carry  on  business,  when, 488-489,  495,  496 

plea  of  coverture,  when  good, 489 

may  be  creditor  of  her  husband,  when, 494 

deeds  of,  when  valid 497,  498 

may  redeem  lands  from  mortgage,  when, 498 

grants  to  with  husband  jointly,  effect  of, 498-^K)4 

may  bind  herself  by  contract,  when 505 

dower  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 515-685 

when  barred, » 558-581 

how  and  when  assigned 581-606,  600-612 

her  dower  in  equity,  proceedings  to  recover, 618-628 

dower  lands  of,  rules  in  respect  to, 688-685 

122 
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may  hold  property  and  do  biuineaB  in  New  York,  when, 035-673 

yVk  Marital  Riohtb. 
after  divoree,  rights  of, 914,  921-4^5 

WILL, 

bj  infants,  rule  in  respect  to, .' 40,  47,  133 

reyoked,  when, 290 

of  wife,  when  void, 441 

proYisionin,  bars  dower,  when, K 565-^74 

of  wife,  when  valid, 637,  646,  647,  685,  694.  695,  707,  708,  730, 

736,  741,  754,  760,  774,  775,  780.  786,  787 

WISCONSIN, 

marriage  of  infants  in, 127 

testamentary  guardians  in, 188 

regulations  respecting  apprentices  in, 149 

statute  of  limitations  as  to  infants  in, 169 

deed  to  husband  and  wife  in,  effect  of, 503 

marital  rights  in, 744-749 

wife's  property  in,  rules  in  respect  to, 744-747 

wife  in,  may  make  contracts,  when, 744 

wife's  separate  estate  in,  how  charged, 744-747 

earnings  in,  belong  to  husband,  when, 747 

wife  in,  may  do  business  when, 747,  748 

husband  in,  bound  by  wife's  contracts,  when, 748 

curtesy  in,  rule  in  respect  to, 748 

WITNESS, 

husband  and  wife,  rule  in  respect  to, 890-328,  923 

Vide  Mabital  Riqrts. 

WOMAN, 

how  regarded  by  heathen  and  Christiaa  natioiis,  in  contrast, 811 
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